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THE 


PREFACE 


E learned Author of the Book I 
a going to anſwer, as far as it 
concerns my ſelf, ſets out with a 
r reface beginning thus : Our zea 
lous Reſtorers, who have lately made an un- 


happy Brcach in the Church, have ſince thought 


fit to change the Scene, and to drop King Ed. 
ward VI. s Liturgy, in behalf of which they 
had ſet out with a great deal of Warmth and 
Eagerneſs, and inſtcad of that to compile ano- 
ther of their own. I therefore think proper 
to acquaint the Reader with the true State 
of the Caſe. Biſhop Hickes ſeveral Tears ago 
publiſh'd a Book, led The Chriſtian Prieſt- 
hood, &c. together with ſome other Tratts : 
As an Appendix to which he alſo publiſh'd 
the Communion Office of the firſt * nglifh- 
Reform'd Liturgy , compiled by our Biſhop S 
and Divines in the ſecond and third Tears 
of King Edward VI. In his Prefatory Diſ- 
| A - courle, 


* 


(ir) 
courſe, and other Parts of the Treatiſes and 


Appendix there publiſhed, he very much pre 4 
5 4 Reſtoration q * ſome Prayers and Direttions 


which were in that Liturgy, but which — 
a Review of it had been afterwards expung- 
ed: Amongſt which were the Mixture of Wa- 
ter with the ſacramental Wine, Prayers for the 
Faithful departed, the Oblation of the Ele- 


ments by a Prayer for that purpoſe, and theln- 


yocation of the Holy Ghoſt to bleſs and ſancti- 


fr them, and make them the Body and Blood 
of Chriſt. , He alſo in his * ſecond Collection 
of Controverſial Letters betwixt himſelf and 


2 Popiſh Prieſt, recommended the Unction of 


the Sick, as preſcribed in that Liturgy 
he did not "reſtore theſe things theſe 

of his own Communion 1 cant ſay 2 

had written ſo much in 7 2 of them, 
and ſaid fo much for the Reſtoration of them, 
That ſeveral of his Clergy thought it expedient 
to enquire and examine whether they were on- 
't deſirable things, or really neceſſary and eſ- 


ſential fo Religion. And upon. ſuch R 


they were convinced that the four Points re- 
commended in the Chriſtian Prieſthood, and 
the other Treatiſes publiſhed with it, were 

olutely neceſſary to the due Adminiſtration 
of the Euchariſt: The Union of the ſick 
they alſo found to be an Apoſtolical Precept, 
an an univerſal Practice of the Church till 
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the Reformation ; however as it ſeems to haue 
heen. commanded and uſed for bodily Health, 
they did not think it ſo neceſſary as the other 
which were, as they concei ved, eſſential to à 
Sacrament. inſtituted by our. Lord himſelf to 
be the Food of eternal Life. Aiſo by thus en. 


quiring into the Prattice of the ancient Church 
in the Mmiſtration of Divine Ordinantes, 
they found that Confirmation had always been 


edmmiſtred with Chriſm ar Unction. gf 2 nv 
ever this being an Office to be adminiſtred by 


Biſhops only, the inferior Clergy did not think 
it ſo much their Concern, and therefore it was 
not mentioned; But as to the Mixture, Prayer 
for the Dead, the Oblation, and Invocation, 
they thought them to be their um immediate 
Concern, and therefare deſired ſome Prayers 
and Diretizons 5 be added to rhe Commu- 


Edward Wie pleaſe C 
might be reſtored; But it Was not 1d *- — Fg 2 , 
they ſhould bereſtored becauſe they were in that 
Liturgy, but-becauſe they had been in all the 
Liturgies of. the C burch, from the Apoſtles 
Wk to the Reformation; that no time could 
be alſigned, no place couli be named, where 
there was 4 Chrbian Chureh. that had omit- 
ted theſe things: Excepting that the Arme- 
nians mixed not the Cup, but then they were 
condemned for it by a General Council of the 
Catholick Church. Neither was it av 
Kay tat 


21 : 
' #hat they froultt Ir reſtored in the Words of 
that Litumy provided we had the Things, 
wo were Very ile ſdlicitous about the Form of 
Words.* And rather than to haus made 4 
Breach, a great deal leſs than the Reſtoration 
of that Liturgy was offered... We con. 
cu d it to have been offered to ſuch as had 
4 Right and Authority to grant it:. Becauſe 
as we maintain the Indep of the Church 
upon the Yates Matters parely ſpiritual, we 
ronceived: the Biſhops of the Cburch m 5 
correct or amend their ee mh 
- ſhould judge expedient, wit the Interps- 
rium of the State. However horns 
could be obtained. The Majority of the Bi. 
and Cler#y would not allow that an Iota 
en Titth of the Office in the Common Prayer 
Book fpould be altered. Heres pon the Biſhops 
and Prieſts who believed — what was pro. 
poſed Was an eſſential Part of Religion, and 
of abſolute —— 5 order — — 
- RN as the No Rcaſon, G 
ö it, r its 
Conſequences muſt diſſuade from, or could 
py hee Refuſal of it; but tach one muſt 
harge his Duty, and leave the 
Events 222 — Providence, which 
over. rules all things, and can caſity-cauſe them 
to Work together for Good to them that love 


him. And therefore rather choſ@'to Je 


Seen ee 
Vindication of the Reaſons and Defe Ce, 2 5 
e fence, þ. 90, 9: 
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from the Communion of their Brethren, than 
Unger 10 wum that which we beljeved an ef 
ſential Part F Nelgiom, and of abſdlar?Ne- 
Teffity imorder to SaFuation. Being there | 


obliged to ſeparate,” even in the Opiniom of our — 
Adverſaries themſetves, provided the things | 


we plead for are neceſſary, as we concefve we ' 
have proved them to be, we could not fee any 


Obligation to reſtore them barely in fuch a Wi 
as we conld have ſubmitted to in her top 
vent that Separation. Our Bret hren rulenſeu 
us from that Obligation” by refuſing to grmt 
the Euſt we could fubmtſt to. Neher dot, 
as thus learned Gentleman inſinuater i his 
Tithe Page, deny Communion to thofe who 
cannotrltik themſelves ar liberty to reject the 
Lirurgy of the Church of England for the fake 
of our New Communion Office, being ſtillweil. 
ling to communicate with all thoſe who do nor 
deviate from the Cat holicł Church of the beſt 
and pureſt Times, by refetting the Mixture, 
Prayer for the Dead, the Oblation, and the 
Invocation ; which are the four Point we 
plead for as abſolutely neceffaty, and hir 
Biſbop Hickes fanght us ought to be reftored. 
And this New Communion Office (ag it 
called”, tho it contains nothing but what" ts 
much older than 2 Communion 45255 
of the Church of England, where it differs 
om it) was compiled, not to deny Communion 
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5 to thoſe ubo would not rereive it, but only to 
2 preſerve a Uniformity among our ſelurs *till 
nenn A 4 oft 


our Brethren would agree to grant us what we 
believed and ſtill. believe, _ notwith 


Have here the 


reſtored, 725 he does ng 
talen to reſtore them. 


(v 


their Arguments to the cuntrary, to be abſo- 
lutely neceſſary. Nay they themſelves own 
them to be deſirable — and what they 


would be glad to have eder For ſo the Au- 


thor of No Neceſſity, & c. one of our moſt zea- 
lous Opponents, tells us in t 4 — * of 
that Book, ſaying, What you propoſe as Terms 


of Communion, I freely own are de/ideranda ; 


and ſhould BE HEARTILY--GLAD\to have them 


and many other valuable Uſages of the ancient 


Church reſtored in arcgular w way. So that we 
of an Adverſary that 
theſe are valuable fe ages ofthe ancient Church, 
and that 2 — glad to ſee them 
of like the way we have 
ell but how have we 
dropped Kin Edecard VI. s Liturgy, which is 
the Point the Author of No 
now charges us with? He ſays, we have taken 
upon us to expunge the Decalogue. But the 
Decalogue is not in the Communion Office of K. 
Edward's fir/t Liturgy,nor indeed in any Commu- 
nion Office whatever that is not of a later Date. 
We cannot therefore be ſaid to haue dropt that 
Liturgy by not putting the Ten Command. 
ments, which are no part of it, into our O ＋ 
The next Point is, that we pray that 
the Bread in the Euchariſt may be made our 
Saviour's Body, and the Cup his Blood, as for- 
-mally and expreſly as the forwardeſt Tranſub- 
| ſtantialliſt 


ro, W . 


uſt Grounds, &c. 
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| ix ) 

ſtantialliſt in Europe could do it. In the Book 
called No ſufficient Reaſon, this learned Au- 
thor had made the ſame Ovjettion fo 16, [ay- 
ing, They now require to pray in theſe 


— 


THE Wiress OF THE PASSION OF OUR LorD 
Jesvs, UPON. THIS SACRIFICE, THAT HE 
MAY. MAKE THIS BREAD THE Bopy OF THY 
CHRIST, AND THIS CUP THE BLOOD OF THY 
CHnrIsT, without any manner of Reſtriction, 


N FAA p 
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ha! 
bs 


Bellarmin, or any of the moſt zcalous Tran- 
ſubſtantiators could ever deſire, and beyond 
Phat] is uſed i P their 9586 of the Maſs. 235 
ow ts this dropping the firſt Liturgy of Kin 
Edward VI. ? Na e 2 2475 7535 
Liturgy reſtored Word for Mord? Wepleaded 
for ſome Prayers an Directions in that Li. 
turgy to be e in Senſe, but never 222 
Io have it reſtored in the very Words. A 
is there not a Petition to the ſame Senſe with 
this in that Liturgy ? Moſt certainly there is, 
and the Author of No Sufficient Reaſon cites 


S-EEBEOCE-ME EIS 


U- it in the ſame place. Hear us (O merci- 
e. ful Father) we beſcech thee, and with thy Ho- 
71 ly Spirit and Word youchſafe to bleſs and ſan- 
4 ctify theſe thy Gifts and Creatures of Bread 
f- and Wine, that they may be UN ro vs the Bo- 
at dy and Blood of thy moſt dearly beloved Son 
Ir Jeſus Chriſt. He has put the Words UN ro us in 
T pe i 

0 * No Sufficient Reaſon, p. 85, 86. 


A dliſlin- 


Words, SEND DOWN THINE HOLY; , SPIRIT, 


and in as expreſs Terms as C. Du Perron, or 
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4 4 Hingui 
made a vaſt Difference letuixt the Prayer 


We uſe, and that which'is in King Edward's 
Liturgy. But as the Author of the Vindica- 


tion the Reaſons and ol c. * ſays, 
This is to make a Diſtinction without a Viffe 


rence. For unleſs the Bread and Cup are made 


the Boby AND BLooD OF CHRIST by Conſecra- 


tion, how they can be fo to us is paſt my Com. 
prehenſion. For how can they be the Body 
and Blood of Chriſt um ro us, unleſs they are 
firſt the Body and Blood of Chriſt? And the 
only Reaſon why we differ here in the Words, 
though not in Senſe from King Edward's Li- 
turgy, was berauſe we thought it more expe- 
dient to uſe this Petition Fer the Oblatiog, 
as it is in ALL Liturgigs uſed in any Church 
before the Reformation excepting the Roman 
88 And that alſo is the 5 Communion 
e before this of King Edward's that has 
Words ux ro vs inſerted in this Petition. 
nd we have herein gone no farther beyond 
the Canon of the Maſs, than all Chriſtians; 


excepting thoſe of the Communion 0 the 
Church of Rome, ever did before Vie Refer | 


mation. But do theſe Words unto vs 22 
any thing againſt the Doctrine of Tranſubſtan- 
tiation? I am ſure they can't as they ſtand in 
the firſt Liturgy of King Edward VI. or the 
Roman Miſſaul- ae e they are there ou” 


2 ' Vindicat, of Real. and Def. p. 110, 
* = before 


rg Charatter, as as if thoſe Wards 
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re 


(8 3 
po the Words 3. Diftitittion, and 8 


before even the Romaniſts 
the rag; kments to be Tranſubſtantiated.” 


2 


we 'uſe this Prayer after the Words,” This s 


my Body, this is my Blood, have been pro 


Bread and the Cup ; which this Gentlerna 
can't bit — hi rg fl Tranſubftantia- 
tors would not. do. But coe pray that they 


may be made the Body and Blood, WIr EZ 


- OUT RESTRICTION, AS FORMALLY AND Ex- 


PRESLY AS THEFORWARDEST: TRANSUBSTAN: 
FTIALISP IN Europe COULD DO 1T. But F4 
always looked upon Tranſubſtantiation, fo 
4 RESTRICTION, and to determine the Mo- 
dus of the Change we beteve to be made in 
the Elements by Conſecration. Therefore to 
pray that they may be made the Body and 


Blood WITHOUT RESTRICTION, 7s very far 
from what the zealous n 


Aire. The Martyrs in Queen Mary's Rei 

Were ready enough to o the E wif 3s 
be the Body and Blood of Chriſt, WIrHour 
RESTRICTION. Ft was only the Reſtriction 
of Tranſubjtantiation which they ſtuck at, and 
fuffer'd i Bodies to be burn d rather than 
they would own it. The very Worthy and 
Learned Mr. Spinckes * obſerves” this par- 


treularly, with Relation to Mr. Bradford 2h 
ee Ir 18, ſays he, HIS Bop. _Tars 


; * Article of the Rowiſh Tranfubftantiation 8 4: 
11351 I coNFESS: 


nounced, and even then bull the Elements, 


\ 


( xii Y 5 

I-CONFESS: Aub PRAY YOU. ALL HEARTILY 
ro BEWARE OF THESE, AND such LIKE 
WorDs, THAT Ir 1s BUT A SIGN OR A Fl- 
GRE OF HIS BODY : EXCEPT YOU WILL 
-DISCERN BETWIXT SIGNS WHICH SIGNIFY 
* ONLY, AND SIGNS WHICH ALSO. DO REPRE- 
SENT, , CONFIRM AND. SEAL Ur, (OR, AS A 
MAN Mak SAY ) GIVE. WITH THEIR SIGN1- 
FICATION. This Holy Martyr here plainly 
calls it his, or Chrif's Body, - without any 
R eſtrittion ; he declares that he believes and 
confeſles it to be ſo; nay, he will not al. 
low it to be called the Sign or Figure of his 
Body, except 4 Reſtriftion be. put to ſuch 
Expreſſions. And yet this would not ſatiſ 
45 the zealous ". ranſubſtancialiſts they burned 
im. at a Stake, becauſe he would not re- 
train the Wards, This is my Body, to their 
Senſe. And if the Reader will. conſult Fox, 
¶ doubt not but he will find many other 
Martyrs, that readily confeſſed, the Bread'to 
be Chriſt's Body, and the Cup his Blood, 
WITHOUT. RESTRICTION, and zf that would 
haue ſatisfied the Tranſubſtantiators, they 
would not have ſerupled to have ſav'd their 
Lives by ſuch a Confeſſion. ¶ have not Fox 
by me, and will not pretend. to give In- 
ſtances without Book, but I am ſatisfied 
there are many ſuch there. What means 
then this Accuſation of Tranſubſtantiation 
and Improvements, and who can undertake 
to et where theſe Reſtorers will ſtop at 
laſt ? 


( xiii ) 


pai Jaſt? As if theſe Reſtorers were running In- 
2 Zo all the Corruptions of Popery, becauſe 
ILL they have reſtored a very good Prayer that 


is as oppoſite to the Popiſh Dottrine of 


IFY h# 3 . 
. Tranſubſtantiation, as any thing in the Com- 

2 munion Office the Accuſer himſelf uſes. So op- 

NI- poſite, that in the Council of Florence, the 

11 Tranſubſtantiators "excepted againſt it, as 

7 direttly contrary to their Doctrine, and 

od would not be ſatisfied till ſome Latinizing 

oy Grecks put ſuch a Senſe upon them, as they 

his would by no means bear. And the very Mor- 

ab thy and Reverend Mr. Spinckes (though of 

iſe the ſame Communion with this Gentleman, 

Sd if he be, as he calls himſelf, a Non-juror, 

8 and therefore I hope his Authority will be of 

5 fome Weight with him) cites * this very | 
he Prayer as an ancient Evidence againſt Tran- | 
= ſubſtantiation. For among ſt other clear E- | 
10 a Vidences of the Primitive Fathers againſ® | 
q that abſurd Dofrine, he thus introduces 1 
1d the very Words of our Prayer which are 
y here accuſed for being expreſs in Favour of 

* that Doctrine, ſaying, Here I take Occaſion 

5 to mention alſo the Apoſtolical Conſtitutions 

" in which I find theſe Words, THAT HE MAY 

4 SHE W THIS BREAD THE BODY OF THY CHRIST, 

a AND THIS CUP THE BLOOD OF THY CHRIST. 

5 For certainly to ſhew or make the Bread the 

Body of Chriſt, can never conſiſt with Tran- 

g * Art, of Rem. Tranſub. diſproved, p. 77, 78. 


ſubſtan- 


\ 


i Aebereof it is made © Therefore to pray that 


A fall believed to continue; Whereas the 


12 0 xiv q 
ſulllantiation. For that which an mage of Ane. 
ther Thing, muſt retain the Subſtance of that 


the Bread may be Mak the Body of Chriſt, 
"plainly implies that the ſubſtance of the Bread 


.Dof#rine of Tranſubſtantiation reaches not 
that the Bread is Mahr the Body, * but 
that there is made a converſion of the whole 
Subſtance of the Bread into the Body; ſo 
that no more remains of the Bread and 
Wine but the Appearance only: which is 
t #0 MAKE the Bread the Body, but to an- 
nihilate the Bread, and ahne the Body 
in its room under the ſame Appearance. 
And I moſt heartily thank the Reverend 
Mr. Spinckes, For ſo ingenuouſiy clearin 
1 Hom the 8 ben we the 
Aut bor of No aten. Reaſon, &'c. and 
No juſt Grounds, &c. would lay upon 1 
For if this Prayer be inconſiſtent 30725 Tr 
ſubſtantiation (and if it was not, fo fudigt- 
"ous 4 Writer would never have produced it 
as an Evidence againſt that Dottrine) tis 
the rhetorical Flouriſh of this — upon 
it falls to the Ground. Well, but we 977 
dropped King Edward's Liturgy again, 
we haue added two new Offices for 
tion, the one in Confirmation, and 48 o- 


ther upon the ſick Bed. I confeſs indeed 


Ibid. p. 3. 


"mw 


King Edwards A. 1 5 wid 1 0e 

der. the Unt tian at Confir ut. 
ſeems. to do ſo, when it 5 ne 0 e Weras 
70 be ſaid, confirm and ſtrengthen, th | 


the. inward. Unction of the Holy: .Gholt, 1 


which ſeem i without. ſome." 
Ti of e ane rw 'th 


Chriſm or Unction was 22 ed a Cx 
firmation from the Apoſtles Days in all 
Times and all Places to the Reformation. 
And 7 the Unction f the Sick, that is 

enjoined in King Edward's Liturgy, 
_ he fick Perſon defire it; and the Prayer 
41 . e Fa, is the very ſame that is re. 


Ed © gur Office on that occaſion. So 


that this Gentleman is very unlucty in all 
bis Inſtances where he accuſes us of drop- 
ping King Edward VL's Liturgy, for there 


3s not one 0 them which is not conform: 


able ta it. Therefore his Accuſation. of any 
Untficadinels already ſhewn ig . apparently 
falſe aud groundleſi Nor have we given 
any cauſe to doubt what other ſteps may in 
time be thought neceſſary to be taken. And 
he had no manner of Reaſon to urge our 
Unſteadineſs as a ſcalonable Caution to all 
that tender the Welfare either of themſelves, 
or of the Church whereof they are Mem- 
bers, to beware how they entertain any 
Thoughts of ever joining themſelves to us. 
What we pretended to from the Beginning 
77 this Diſpure was the Reſtoration, of pri- 


mitive 7 
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( 
mitive Doctrines and Practices. It is true, 
the firſt Liturgy of King Edward VI. was 
yr of and recommended as better in ſome 

rayers and Directions than the ſecond Li- 
turgy of that King's Reign, which has been 
fmce followed; but rhe it it was not recom- 

ed upon the Au boriiy '0 thoſe who 
compiled it, or any other Authority of that 
Age ; but only as theſe Prayers ar Direc. 
tions were apparently ae an to the 
Doctrine and Practice of the Primitive 
Church in the firſt and pureſt Ages. There- 
fore though in our new Offices we had all 
along a due regard to King Edward's Li. 
turgy, and have been very far from dropping 
it, (as this Author wrong full 'y accuſes us to 
have done in order to perſuade People to be- 
ware of us, as deſigning Perſons that have 
a Purpoſe to draw them mto Popery, and 
on that Account pretend one Thing and do 
another) yet we thought proper to have'a 
much greater regard to the Doctrine and 
Prattice of the Catholick Church at or before 
the Council of Nice, which we have all a- 
profeſſed to make our Teſt and Sand. 

220 and never pleaded for any thing in King 
Edward VI. s Temes out" as it was fore | 
able to that Standard. 

Hoe ver it ſeems in this harned Author's 
Opinion, we have no TOLERABLE Foundati- 
on for what-we have hitherto done, and are 


far en having proved the „„ 
0 
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Viges 0 2 upon s to de- 
of the we hade to 
vive. Not any one ef chem has been yet 

a | usr ox GO 0 
1 hæve been maint og . 


of tu — C 1 

„ Places, and by all the. Faitli- 
$a) * the Age impotiarely fucceedling"the 
— ri ee Swe in the mot 


A, "began to teac ht 
Mich Hee? . K © Which ir 43 
jult w ur good Authority; 4s we hu for 


the Om of v New*Teftament :- Th 5 
"as te habe ro bene that Boot astranſ- 
Mittet tos, was wren by ty hobo rele 
and chſts whoſe Name Sit 

har Ren fhewed by: wif r have. rg 
on dur Side" of this Ont?) an ant 
bur Wymer that hi laune Geuriman 
| Ira pd 3 Bridalice, dich 
. run breng CS 
eee 


And ir T We] — 
ebe often ur have fer, rie Cum of 
me uben he ſahn; that not ond of 
Tees e be —— has beantyer 
Perser e any} or good Authority: 
Therefove' Leal bers bortoe che Nene *. 
N FN. „rer rec nes 
Nr f. 257 Dering in 1 -Dalledtion : * 
\ 0 


3 Minnte, e pg the. Dead, 7 
Dis 8 verre che cam 
4 — 


in 
$ thee. 


2 E ee 

pure Times, I ret ſame 

fie them toftand up to ſirxo Me, \teach 

nden how 1 May (Prove » {het ever there 

*, <245 Alexander of Maccdon,. bo 

als. * 41 — the Conqueror in the 
bn. Fm: at L acoebident 
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« can Churches, All Ages, All Places, 1 
priſons . after 7 yay) wh: Theſs, 204 
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\ reſtore 5 as far as, it is in our Power 
, Na. we have the Authority of 
5 ch. of ngland her ſelf for what we. 
„ which I ſuppoſe this Author 
will 1 ae fo be a juſt and good Authority, 
* For /be ere teaches, that © BeroRE. 
* ALL THI THIS YE MUST BE SURE OF 
& ESPECIALLY, - that this Supper be m ſuch 
e wiſe done and miniſtred, as our Lord and 
E: Saviour did, and commanded to be done, 
« as his holy Apoſtles. uſed it, and Tas. 
4 GOOD FATHERS IN 15 2 9 CHURCH. 
«FREQUENTED IT.” Here be plain! teaches, 
that Chr e commanded, The Apoſtles uſed, 
aud "the good Fathers in 1 Primitive 
Church Kette this Miniftration in the. 
ſame manner ; conſequentij that when, this. 
Sacrament i is lone and mile ed, as the Fa. 
thers frequented it, 5 then it is 4065 done. as 
the Apoſtles) uſed it, and as c Chriſt commangd- 
cd it to be done, . Now we. find by undoubt- 
ed and me numerous Teſtimonies, that when 24 
the good Fathers of the Primitive Church 
frequented this Supper, it was always mini- 
ftred in the manner we deſire, and which we 
have reſtored as far as it has been in our 
Power. For Water was then conſtantly mix- 
ed with che Wine, not in hot Countries only, 
where ide Wines were erung and might need 
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(e 
Rome? Did not the Church of England 
make the Alterations, and not the 
Romaniſts continue as they were ? But what 
Anſwer would this learned Author make to 
a Romaniſt, who ſhould talk to him in this 
manner? Would he not ſay, It is true in- 
deed, the Church of England was once u- 
nited to your Church, and upon your Prin- 
ciples; but having diſcovered them to be cor- 
rupt and erroneous Principles, we were oblig- 
ed to depart from them; and you by adher- 
ing to thoſe Principles only continue in an 
Error, which I thank God we have ſeen and 
forſaken? Some ſuch Anſwer as this our 
Author, or any other Proteſtant, would make 
to a Romaniſt, who ſhould ſpeak to him as 
he does to us, and the ſame Anſwer may we 
return. But then I deſire our Author, and 
earneſtly beg of him and all of his Perſua- 
ſion, our old Friends and Brethren , that 
they will confider that when the Church was 
truly Catholick, truly Univerſal ; when all 
the ſeveral Churches throughout the World 
were of one Communion, and united in Truth 
not m Error, as they were before, at, and 
ſome time after the Council of Nice, it was 
upon our Principles not theirs. 
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VINDICATION 


bid 

ſeed GF THE 

- POSTSCRIPT 
To a BOOK, called, 


The Neceſſary Ukt of Tradition, &c. 


sl was writing a Book, which 1 
F—1& publiſh'd the laſt Year, "wherein I 
endeayour'd to prove that Tradition 
Arg 5 neceſſary to explain. and interpret 
= = the holy Scriptures, à learned Gentle- 
man, as he appears by his Book, (for I know 
not who he is otherwiſe than by Report) pub- 
liſh'd a little Treatiſc, which he call'd; No 22 
cient Reaſon for refering the Prayers ond Diretti- 
ons of King Edward the Y Ith's rf Liturgy. In 
123 I obſery'd he had filled ſeveral Pages with 
ments againſt Tadition, the thing which I 
— N r in the Treatiſe I 2 then wri- 
ting ich Arguments I then thought pro 
to un an Andie ths Th ee 
0 Diſcourſe 


1 
Diſcourſe of mine upon Tradition. But the learn- 
ed Author has thought my Anſwer inſufficient, 
and has therefore made a Reply to it, Which he 
calls, No juſt Grounds for introducing the new 
Communion Office, or denying Communion 10 thoſe 
who cannot think themſelves at liberty to rejeft 
the Liturgy of the Church of ENGLAND for its 
ſake, in Anſwer to a late Appendix, a fo the 
Learned and Reverend Dr. Brett's Poſtſcript. | 
Now, as I conceive, that I haye only maintain'd 
the Truth in that Po of{riph 3 254 as nothing 
which this learned Author has ſaid by way 
Reply, has really invalidated one thing I 
there —_— 'd to maintain, I think it Peer 


to is Rejoinder. 

In A uthor of No Sufficient Reaſon, &cc. ad- f 
vanc*d chedfſe two Propoſitions. 1. Scriprure, and 
not Tradition, is preſcribed by our Jer. to his Diſ- 
- s as the Rule they are to walk by. 2. The 

adition pleaded for the four controverted Points 
is not ſo full and unqueſtionable as it 15 repre- 
ſented to be. He ſays, * That he did not deny 
Tradition its proper Uſe, and the Regard due to 
it upon that account, but only he "was defirous to 
ſpew, as he thought he had good Reaſon to do, that | 
though it might be appealed to for explaining and 
corroborating ſome Paſſages in Scripture, yet it 
ought by no means to interfere with it, EITHER 
BY CONTRADICTING WHAT THAT TEACHES, 
OR TEACHING ANY THING AS OF NECESSITY 
O SALVATION, WHICH THAT HAS NOT TAUGHT | 
AT ALL. I obſerve he is very cautious how he 
allows any Uſe at all to Tradition. He ſeems, 
the more he thinks of it, to have ſtill leſs and 
leſs eſteem for, and regard to it. In the Book | 


No juſt Grounds, Sc. p. 4. 


. 


call'd, F 


(3) 


call'd, No Reaſon, &c. (which whether written 
by him, vt another, he f cites as ſpeakihg his 
own Thoughts in this Point) the Author fays 
of Tradition, * Town ir 18 or GREAT UsE 
when it is truly primitive, for eftabliſhing and ex. 
Naining ſurh Duties as are not ſo fully taught in 
Scripture, but that Diſputes may ariſe about them. 
But No ſufficient Reaſon, &c. diminiſhes the Force 
of theſe Words, as he cites them, and ſays Mar 
BE of UsRE : And in No juft Grounds, &c. he 
comes 8 on _—_ —— T1 2828 Fa 

oper Uſe, &c. That is, he will not di 
oe Ute all; 'tis poſſible E d 
Caſes to which he reſtrains its Uſe, but ſeems 
very indifferent whether he grant it to be ſo or 
not. And if he only did not deny it before, he 
has left himſelf at liberty to deny it when he 

leaſes. But this is only by the by, to ſhew how 
his due Regard to Tradition, as he calls it, begins 
to dwindle into nothing. i 
- But to come to the Point in difference: He 
ſays, Tradition muſt by no means interfere with 
Soripture, either by contradicting what that tearh» 
es, or by teaching any thing, as of Noe 10 
3 — wary _ not teach at all. Now 
' readily grant that Tradition muſt not interfere 
with Scripture. And I grant alſo that 2 
interfere with it when it contradicts it: But 
how can it be ſaid to interfere with it, by teach- 
ing any thing which that does not teach at all, or 
which it ſays nothing of, is paſt my Apprehen- 
fion. At this rate every thing that we do, which 
& not taught in Scripture, interferes with it: 
And we muſt do nothing upon any Occafion, 


9 1 % ſufficient Reaſon, p. 3. 
No Reaſon, Cc. p. 33. 1 
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but what we can ſhew a Command in Scripturd 
for: Becauſe we are certainly obliged to do no- 
thing contrary to Scripture: And to be contrary 
to Scripture, and to interfere with Scripture, aro 
ſynonymous Terms. Neither does the putti 
in the Words, as neceſſary to Salvation, at 
alter the Caſe, unleſs he could prove that the 
Scripture any where ſays, that there is nothing 
neceſſary to Salvation, but what is contained in 
Scripture. But as the Scripture has no where 
taught any ſuch Doctrine, I do not fee that I in 
any wiſe interfere with Scripture, ſhould I ſay, 
that Tradition may teach ſome Things as neceſſary 
to Salvation, which the N e have not taught 
at all. Now the whole o 

Author has ſaid upon this Point, depends upon this 


if it cannot be taught from Scripture, that the 


Scripture has taught ALL Things neceſſary to Sal- 


vation, then this pretended Maxim falls of courſe; 
and all he has ſaid upon this Head can be of no 
ſervice to his Cauſe. - | 


The Point he undertook to prove in his No | 


ſufficient Reaſon, &c. is, as he here tells- us, that 
Scripture, and not Tradition, is preſcribed by our 
Lord to his Diſciples as the Rule they are to walk 

I readily granted him in my Poſtſcript, that 
our Lord did preſcribe the Scriptures to his Diſ- 
ciples as a Rule to walk by. But he did not pre- 
ſcribe it as the only Rule, excluſive of all others: 


For when our Lord preſcribed, this Rule to his | 


Diſciples, there were no Scriptures written but 


the Scriptures of the Old Teſtament ; and, I con- 
ceive, no Chriſtian will ſay that our Lord pre- 
{cribed the Scriptures of the Old T „ y 


all that this learned | 


falſe Maxim he here lays down, that whatever | 
is taught as neceſſary to Salvation, that is not þ 
taught in Scripture, is contrary to Scripture. But 


(5) | 
the only Rule for his Diſciples to walk by Be- 
cauſe if he ſhould ſay ſo, he muſt exclude the 
Scriptures of the New Teſtament from being the 
Rule that a Chriſtian is to walk by. And yet all 
the Texts this learned Author has brought te 
prove that Scripture, and not Tradition, is the 
Rule preſcribed by our Lord, prove no other than 
the Scriptures of the Old Teſtament to be this 
Rule. For when 1/aiah ſaid, To the Lau and 
70: the Teſtimony, if they ſpeak not according to 
this Word, | it::is | becauſe they have no Ligbt in 
them. And again, Seek ye qut' of the Book of the 
Lord, and read. There was no-Scripturein being, 
but the Scriptures of the Old Teſtament, neither 
was the Canon of that Teſtament — leat- 

ed, many Books of the Old Teſtament bei 
uritten after the Propheſy of -//aiah. So in the 
= New Teſtament, when our Saviour ſaid, Search 
the Scriptures , tho' the Scriptures of the Old 
"Teſtament. were then compleated, yet there was 
not one word of the New Teſtament written. 
And when in the A&s of the Apoſtles, the Jews 
at Berea arè commen as more noble, of a 
milder and better Temper than thoſe of Theſſa- 
; No i lonica, and for this Reaſon, becauſe: they receiv'd 
that Wl the Hord:with all. Readineſs of Mind, and ſcarch- 
our ed the Scriptures daily, thoſe more noble Fews had 
walk no other Scriptures to ſearch but thoſe of the 
that Old Teſtament: +; So when our Saviour con- 
futed the Sadductes from Scripture, and when 
St. Paul confuted the falſe Prophets from Scrip- 
ture, it was only from the Scripture of the Old 
Teſtament. Theſe are all the Texts of Scrip- 
ture he has produced to prove his Propoſition; 


No ſufficient Reaſon, exc. Part I, p. 2. 


o 


I Bid. p. 3. 
C 3 for 


(6) 


that © St. Paul teaches this 


for as to his 
* the Church is Guilt upon 
„ Apoſtles and Prophets, and eſſ our 


66 bleſſed Lord and Saviour, as its of Carer 


Stone, and not the Apoſtles and — and 
e our Lord himſelf upon the Church: 1 ſee 
not what Ule is to be made of it in this Con- 
troverfy. Does this Text prove that the Apo- 


ſtles and Prophets, or our Lord himſelf preſcnb- | 
ed the Scriptures as our only Rule to walk by? 


There is no one Word of that Matter here. 


The other Texts indeed do prove the Scriptures | 
to be our Rule; but are fo” fro proving it to 


be our only Rule, even in Matters neceſſary 10 Sal- 
vation. They ſend us to no other 
but the Seri 


us to the only Ride, by which 1 
ed in Matters nee to Salvation, th 


clude not only Tradition but the New eld. N 


ment alſo. For thus we may argue, what our 
Lord preſcribed to his Diſciples as the Rule of 
Salvation, is the only Rule of Salvation. But 
our Lord preſcribed the Scriptures. of the Old 
Teſtament, not the Scriptures of the New Teſta- 
ment, to be the Rule of Salvation, 
Scriptures of the Old Teſtament are the only 
Rule of Salvation, and hot the Seriptures of the 


New Teſtament. This is plainhy the very Ar- 


gument he. uſes againſt Tradition: And thus it 
Tuns. What our Lord preſcribed to his Diſci- 
yl, at as the Rule for them to walk by, is the 


the hs agen of the | 


of the Old Teſtament; and 
therefore if they make the Scriptures they ſend } 
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therefore the | 


y Rule they are to walk by. But our Lord 
Fanden Scripture to his Diſciples, and not 

radition, as the Rule they are to walk by, 
therefore Scripture is the only Rule they mer 3 


wh _ —. . 
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walk by, and not Tradition. But this "Avpt 
— roves too muclij becauſe it — the 
eſtattent as well ds Tradition; ſince our - 
Saviour only the Old Teſtament in 
the Texts referr'd to by this Author, or in any 
TT oduced to' the _ 
urpoſe. And t ves too much, 
pros nothing. Therefore this 1 learned _ 
as 2 been far from Ron ving this Pi 
Kaen Stripare, That Stripture and not 
ande; that is Scripture excluſive of T adi 
is preſeribed by our Lord to his Diſciples, as 
Rule" they are to walk by + fince the Texts he 
has refert'd to, preſcribe only the Scriprutes of 
the Old Teſtament : If they arc to be underſtood 
excluſtye of any other Rule, they exclude the 
New Teſtament as well as Tradition. But if 
rheſe Teuts are not excluſive of another Rule, 
as it is certain they are not, fince they ex- 
clade net the New Teſtament, which is mo- 
Ther Rule different from that preſcribed in thele 
Texts, then neither do they exclude Tradition; 
which" may Jet be a Rule to convey to us the 
Will of Ged as well as the Scripture, for any 

thing has hitherto appear'd to the contrary.”- 
only*Reaſon why the ture is beHey- 
ed to de the Rule of a an's Faith and Prac- 
tice, is beœealiſe it Contains: the revealed Will of 
Godt HBecauſe it contains what was wrirten by 
divine Infptation. But whether it contairs' ALL 
that has been revealed by God, aur. that hasbeen 
delivered by divine Inſpirarion, is more than this 
Author or any one elſe has yet proved. Whatever 
therefore contradicts the Scripture is not t& be 
followed; beeaufe it contradicts the revealect Will 
of God. But then it do's not follow that there 
may not be a part of the Revealed Will of God 
C 4 Which 


(8) 
which is -not contain'd in Scripture. And to teach 
ſomething which the Scripture has not taught at 
all, though it be taught as neceſſary to Salvati- 

on, does not interfere. with Scripture, provided 
| N is ht do not contradict the Scripture; 
becauſe Gol has no where revealed that all 12 bings 
neceſſary to Salvation are contained in Scxipture. 
Neither 1s this a new Propoſition newly. advanc- 


ed, or ſuch as no Member of the Church of En. 


gland has dared to advance before: I will ſhew, 
that ſome very learned Men of that Communion 
have long 8 t the ſame, and have never, 
that I could INES been 2 for it. 
Dr. Hammond & in 'his Diſcourſe f Hereſy, 
written in the year 1656. ſays, © The adequate 
& Object of the Chriftian's Faith are theſe Verities 
cc which have been revealed to us by God, to be 
9 thus believed to Righteouſneſs, therefore 
* UY1auvoures Aoyoiy words not only true but 
& wholeſome ; the Belief whereof is required in or- 
« 4 Ker to our SouPs Health : The next Inguiry 
is, how we that live in the ſame Diſtance from 
* 4 Cori and his Apoſtles in reſpect of Time, that 
ve are ſituate from Heaven, which now = 
ce tains Chriſt, in reſpect of Place, ny Cone 
& withinany Reach of theſe Revelations of Chriſt, 
cc or to any competent undoubted Aſſurance, 
c that thoſe are indeed ſuch, which are pretend - 
cc ed to be ſo? And to this alſo my Conceſſion 
& ſhall be as liberal as 8 can wiſh, 
that there are uo ways of convehing ſuch Re- 
c velations to us; one in writing; the other by 
& oral Tradition; the former in the Goſpels and 
„other Mritings of the Apoſtles, &c. which 
6c makes up the Sacred Writ or Canon. of the 


* SeR. . firſt Vol. of his Works, p. 545 


Neu 


much being on theſe Grounds confeſs'd by 


(9) 

« Neu ' Teſtament z the latter in the Apoſtles 
“ Preachings to all the Churches of their Plauta- 
& tions, which are no where ſet down for us in 
cc the ſacred Writ, but conſcryed as Depoſita by 
c them to whom they were intruſted. And al 
c“ though in ſundry reſpects the former of theſe 
ce be much the more faithful, ſteady way of 


c conveyance, and for want thereof many things 


“ may poſſibly have periſhed, or been changed 
cc by their Paſſage through many Hands, thus 


% Bellarmine himſelf, that The, Scripture is abe 
&« ft certain and ſafe Rule of Belief; yet there 
ce being no leſs Veracity in the Tongues, than the 
&« Hands, in the Preachings, than the Writings 
“of the Apoſtles ; Nay prior ſermo quam liber, 
& prior ſenſus quam ftylus, ſaith Tertullian, the 
& Apoſtles preached before they writ ,. planted 
& Churches before they addreſſed Epiſtles to them: 
On theſe Grounds I make no ſcruple to grant, 
« that Apoſtolical Traditions, ſuch as are truly 
& fo, as well as Apaſtolical Writings, are equally 
“ the Matter of that Chriſtian's Belief, Who is 
e equally ſecured by the Fidelity of, the Convey- 
& ance, that as one is Apoſtolical Mriting, ſo the 
“ other is Apoſtolical Traditio. 
Mr. Thorndike * in his Epilogue, publiſhed: in 
the Year 1659. ſpeaks as directly contrary to this 
Propoſition now under conſideration as we or 
Dr. Hammond have done, in theſe Words. “Since 
they that are in love with their own Preſum 
& tions, though never ſo dangerous to the "4 
“ preme Majeſty, take whatſoever croſſes them 
ce tor a Derogation to the Scriptures, let thus 
much be ſaid, to ſhew, that, by giving the 


Y - 


* Book 1. pag-'31. 
“ Scriptures, 


(10) 


64 Scriptures, no Man may preſume, that God iſ 


0 cb to declare -in them whatſoever is ne- 


4 ceſſary to the Salvation of all, clearly to all 


« Underftandings. But, if this muſt have been 
4 ſuppoſed as a Principle or Ground whereup- 
on we are to refolve all Controverſies of 
« Faith, it would have been requifite to have 
6 ſhewed us, that this Truth is, of all other, fo 
p much more clearly laid down in the Scriptures, 
4 as, that which concurs to the clearing of 1 
E. ought it felf to be the moſt cleur. 
* we confider; that this Privilege, of n 
4 all that is neceſſary to the Salvation of 
belongs not to any part, but the whole Bo- 
& dy of the. Seriptures, it would firſt have been 


5 ſaid, W hat Scripture, ſpeaking of the whole | 
of the Scripture, hath "cftabliſhed this 
0 Property or Privilege of it? For my part, up- 
* on the beſt conſideration that I can ey 1 am 


C at a ſtand to find any Text of Seripture, any 


2 2 or Syllable of the whole Bible that 
erl. at all, good or bad, of the 
E 4 


« ws ible. So far is it from delivering this 
Property or Privilege of ik; ſo far farther, 
from delivering it as the firſt Truth, in Terms 


& fo clear and unqueſtionable, as to make it a 3 


4 Preſumption, 85 the deciding all that is or 
«. may become queſtionable ring the Serip- 
«ture. The Words of St. Paul, All Scrip- 


ture, inſpired by God, is alſo Srofitable for Dor- 
* zrine, for Reproof, for Correction, for 


may be perfect, being fitted for every good Work '3 


“ cannot be faid of the whole Body of canoni- q 


4 cal 8 being written before it was: 


* 2 Tim. iii. 16, 17. 


Inftruc- | 
tion in Righteouſneſs: That the Man of CO 
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(1) 
« That is, when evidently, many Parts of the 
e New" Teſtament were not written, and evi- 
„ dently concerns every Part of God's Word, 
„ not the whole Body of the Scriptures. 
ce The Faſhion is to allege, + Ne ſhall tate heeg 
« to do all the Word that 1 command you. 5 7 
Il add nothing to it, nor take any thin 
- 4 15 And, [Job fhal add nothing to the Word 
„ that I command you, nor take any thing 17 
« it. That you may keep the Commandme 
« the Lord your God which command you.” * An 
3 it is threaten'd for a concluſton to the whole 
ture, If ayy Man add to the Words of 
l Prophecy contained in this Book, God ſhall 
« lay upon him the Plagues written in ; this Book. 
6 God fhall tate away from him his bare out 
« the Book of Life, and the holy City, and the 
« Things that are writtewin this Book.-—+ Therc- 
* — 18 St. Paul alſo alleged pronouncing Ana- 
+ thema, if himſelf or an Angel from Heaven, 
& or any Man ſhall take upon ns PS cg 
other Goſpel than cher th 
&« ceiv'd. * And that therefore are e Beens 
cc commended, that they did not admit even 
n= thoſe Things which St. Paul, ſo great A 'A- 
4 preached to them, without examining 
the Scriptures whether ſo as he ſaid © 
1 hee. ----But theſe s Scriptures arc as n Wi S 
& away as they are alleged, if we go no fart 
than to ſhew that they inforce no ſuch ee 
66 ciple as is pretended for the ending of all Con- 
5 troverſies, that all things neceſfary to the Sal- 
$ vation of all Chriſtians, are clear to all Chris- 
„ tians in the Scriptures. For what a pitiful In- 


4 Deut. iv. 2. Xii. 32. 19 Revel. xxi. 18, 19. 
7 Galat. i. 8, 9. * Act. xvii. 11. 


« _ 


(2 
r. conſequence is it to argue, that all things ne- 
if cc ceflary to Salvation — wb in the 8 
4 & becauſe Moſes forbiddeth to add or take from 
| | cc his Law ?---In like manner he that ſhould: add 
to, or take from, the Book of St. John's Reve- 
lations (take it, if you. pleaſe, for the comple- 
ment of the whole Bible, and ſay as much ei- 
ther of the whole or any part of it) deſerves 
the Plagues written there to be added to him, | 
and his part taken away out of the Book of 
Life: For who doubteth but falſifying Scrip- 
ture is a crime of a very high nature? But fo 
it will be whether all things neceſſary to Sal- 
vation be clear in the Scriptures or not. Na 
Tg the Senſe of the Scriptures, not al- 
tering the Words, may deſerve the very ſame, 
becauſe the true Senſe might and ought to 
have been cleared in the Scriptures, as not 
clear to all that are concerned in it. And may 
not St. Paul bid Anatbema to whomſoeyer 
ſhall preach, another Goſpel, unleſs all things 
nec to Salvation are clear in the Scrip- 
tures? Firſt, let it appear, (Which cannot ap- 
pear, becauſe it is not true) that the Scrip- 
tures of the New Teſtament were written 
when he preached it: Or if not, that what- 
ſoever is clear in the Scriptures which we 
have, is clear in the e which they had 
when St. Paul preached. The Beræans had 
reaſon to examine St. Paul's preaching by the 
Scriptures, who alleged the Old Teſtament 
for it, and demanded to be acknowledged an 
Apoſtle of Chriſt, according as his preaching 
agreed therewith. But what needed his preach- 
ing, if the means of Salvation, which he 
©. preached, were clearly contained in the Old 
& Scriptures?” From this, and much 17 0 
whic 
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(613) 


which he has written to the ſame purpoſe, he 


draws this * Concluſion, © It remains that we 
om c affirm, whatſoever the whole Church from 
dd « the Beginning bath received and practiſed for 
Ve- « the Rule of Faith and Manners, all that to be 
le- « evidently true, by the ſame Reaſon for which 
ei- « we believe the very Scriptures.” ＋ And. a- 
ves little after he ſays, „If the whole Church from 
im, „ the Beginning, have acknowledged certain 
; of Laws, by which they were governed in thoſe 
1p- MF © things wherein the Communion of the 
ſo « Church conſiſteth; certain Governors, to 
Sal- « whom they ought to give Reſpect according 
Ja to thoſe Laws, a Power of putting out of the 
al. „ Church (anſwerable to the Power of putting 
me, & to Death by the Sword) into which the Pow- 
to er of Commonwealths is reſolv'd: There is 


not „ the Church, and always was ſuch a Society, 
nay * wherein the ſame Rule of Faith might be, and 
yer * was always from the beginning preſerv'd by 
ngs Tradition and Cuſtom, which is my preſent 
<« Buſineſs to ſhew. And if the Church always 
c was ſo de Facto, then it always was ſo de Fure - 
“If it always did hold Unity in the Faith and 
« Communion in the Service of God by means 
& of certain Laws, certain Rulers, certain Pow- 
er of granting or refuſing this Communion 
& then was there a Precept of God deliver'd to 
the Church, by the Apoſtles, commanding 
them ſo to live. For that which was as im- 
<« poſſible to have been introduced without Con- 
c yiction of the Will of God, as the Reſt of 
«© Chriſtianity, of neceſſity muſt go for a part of 
it. But, that in ſuch variety of Mens Pancies, 
* Epilogue, Book 1. Chap, 6. pag. 35. 
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5 Rule 


6 was ſettl 
&« come from the A 
e Man can preſcrib 


» 


Gele 


of all Nations, and 


er . Reaſons and Inclinations, the Church conſiſt· 
ing from the Beginning 
00 dilperſed all over the — y ſhould of their 
not ſway” 
ec tion of God's Will received with 
< agree in the fame Laws and Rulers, ſubmit- 
« ing to the Exerciſe of the ſame Power upon 
te rhemlelves, is as impoſſible, as that the whole 
& World ſhould conſiſt of the caſual Concourſe 
« of Atoms, 7 * Democritus and Epi- 


Informa- 
hriſtianity, 


ith bag 


„ W hoſoever ac> 
to be the Chriſt, 


delivers, either by himſelf, or the Apoſtles his 
“ Deputies, to be \ Ron to the Church. That 
* whatſocyer it may appear 2 way, chat the 
c Apoſtles deliver d A the Churc be obſerv'd 
in it, is of that Nature. — And if this 
may appear, then the Conſent of this Corpo- 
« ration will be as good Evidence as the ſubject 
4“ Matter allows, whether any 
& ble be part of it or not.” 172 And again, The 
of St. Auſtin, how to diſcern what Tra- 
& ditions do indeed come from the Apoſtles, is 
te well enough known to be this; to wit, That 
& which is obſerv'd over all the Church, th 
ce it cannot be diſcern'd when, where, or 
& hom it came firſt in Force, 
« Times, by the Authority 
5 that muſt be 1 and taken to 


| | cc muſt acknowledge, whatſoever he teaches and 


thing queſtiona- | 


(that is, in his 
of when Synod it 


ſtles themſelves. -------- No 
againſt any 
Church, that it comes not from the Apoſtles, 
« becauſe it is not recorded in Scripture. And 

therefore nothing hindreth competent Evi- 


Rule of the 


bid. Chap. 7. p. 40. id. Chap. 21. p. 164. 


« dence | 


( x5 ) 

te dence to be made of the Authority of the 
c Apoſtles, in ſome Orders of the Church, of 
& which there is no mention in Scripture. 
oi - T- have: thought it ove to produce what 

PE theſe two very learned Divines of the Church of 
_ England, who lived and died in her Communion, 
hol have written to prove that he Scripture is not ſo 
= preſcribed as the Rule for @ Chriſtian to walk by, 
——_ and adhere to, as to exclude Tradition. That the 
Reader may be ſatisfied this is not a Principle 
_ firſt advanced by us, but what has been main- 
nil, I tained by eminent and learned Divines of this 
Church threeſcore Years ago, and upwards. I 
ch doubt not but I might have produced others, 
| = both before and fince, of the fame Communion, 
the cat have aſſerted the ſame, if I would give my 
{elf the trouble to ſearch : But I conceive it tobe 
ncedlefs to my purpoſe, two ſuch eminent Men 
mo bing ſufficient to ſhew that it is not a Doctrine 
J newly ſtarted, and that is the main Reaſon for 
which Fig 8 ed are eee 1 
urge w ſay, as of Authority, to fwa 
Pre 5 Reader 89 in this Rkrrer — 
cauſe they have ſaid it: For I do not conceive 
that they, or any others ſince the Chariſinata, 
or miraculous Gifts and Graces ceaſed in the 
Church, are of more Authority, as to any Opi- 
nion dehver'd by them, than my learned Oppo- 
nent himſelf, or any other who is of a different 
Opinion from them. However, if their Rea- 
ſons and er are more cogent and convin- 
eing than thoſe of the contrary Opinion, I hope 
the impartial unprejudic'd Reader will be con- 
vinc'd by theſe Reaſons and Arguments which 
are ſo cogent. Now I conceive Dr. Hammond's 
Argument is unanſwerable. The adequate Object 
of the Chriſtian's Faith are, ſays he, thoſe Veri- 
IIA Fs lies 
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Whether the Apoſtles 


( x6 ) 


ties which have been revealed to us by God. This 


I think cannot be deny'd, for ſure we are oblig- 


ed to believe and obey the Will of God when 
duly revealed to us. This Will of God was re- 


vealed to the Apoſtles to be by them conveyed to o- 


thers. This alſo J perſuade my ſelf all Chriſtians | 
are agreed in. The Apoſtles preached before they 
writ, and. planted Churches before they addreſſed i 
Epiſtles to them. This is apparent from the New | 
Teſtament it ſelf, and therefore cannot be dif- 

ted. From hence it follows that what the A. 
poſtles preached or delivered to the Churches by 
word of Mouth, was as much the revealed Will 
of God as what they wrote. This is a neceſſary: 
Conſequence, which I ſuppoſe will not be denied. 
'Th re it mult be alſo granted, that where wwe i 
have as good Aſſurance that any thing was deliver- 


ed by the Apoſtles by word of Mouth, as we have 
| that any thing was written by them, they are e- 


gually the Matter of the Chriſtian's Belief. Whe- 
ther there be any thing ſo conveyed to us, or | 
$a deliver any one thing 
which they taught as of perpetual Uſe: and O- 
bligation which they did not put in Writing in 
ſome part or other of the New Teſtament, is 
another Queſtion. It is ſufficient for my preſent 
purpoſe, that if it can be ſhewed that there is 
any thing which can be proved to have been 


taught by the Apoſtles as of univerſal and perpe- 


tual Obligation, though they did not pur it in 
Writing in ſome part or other of the New Te- 
ſtament, it is to be obſerved as the revealed Will 
of God. 'That is, when we have as good Evi- 


dence that one was taught, as we have, that the ”* 


Books of the New Teſtament are Apoſtolical 
Writings. WEE 


* 


* wk 


1 : 
Mr. Thorndike's Arguments are no leſs clear 
than Dr. Hammond's, and though I have made 
4 large Tranſcript from him, I could have much 
enlarged, and ſo I might have done by Dr. Ham- 
mond had it been neceſſiry. I muſt grant indeed 
that Mr. Thorndike does not directly undertake to 


they ſhew, that what is not taught at all, either clear- 
ed WF ly or but obſcurely, in the Scriptures, may be 
\ew 8 neceſſary to Salvation, but only that ſomething 
diſ- may be neceſſary to Salvation which is not CLEAR= 
A. LY taught in the Scriptures. Yet however he is 
5 by EE plcaſcd to limit his Propoſition, his Arguments 
7/111 prove as much as I have produced them for, and 
Tary- their Confequence is plain and obvious: And his 
ied, = Reaſonings do clearly prove, that there is nothing 


„ Scripture to prove that the Scripture contains all 
bbings neceſſary to Salvation. For this is the Sub- 
ſtance of his Argument, No ohe ever pretended 
bat all things neceſſary to Salvation are contained 
in any one Book of the Scripture, but only in the 


or whole Scripture taken together : That is, no one 
ning ever ſaid or ſuppoſed, that all things neceſſary to 
| O- MR Salvation are taught in the Book of Geneſis a- 
z in lone, or in the Goſpel of St. Mazthew alone, 
5: or in any other one, two, or three, or more 
ſent Books of the Old and New Teſtament, but on- 
re is I in all of them together, ſome things neceſſary 
zeen Salvation are in one part of the Bible, ſome 
rpe- Jin another; fo they who maintain that al things 
t in receſſary to Salvation are taught in the Scripture, 
Te- are to be underitood, not as ſpeaking of any one, 
Vil two, thres, or more Books of Scripture, but of 
7vis the whole Scripture together. This I take to 
the e my learned Opponent's Opinion, * who urter- 
ical 


N - 
"2-0 


7 denies that the Apoſtles taught any thing as ne- 
3 No juſt Grounds, c. p. | 


6, T7, - 


D ceſſary 


( 18 ) 


ce ſſary to. be believed or practiſed, which they did 


not put in writing in ſome part or other of the 
Ne Teftament. . if the Apoſtles 
taught all things neceſſary to Salvation, which it 
is owed on all Hands that they did, then all 
things. neceſſary to Salvation are taught in the New 
Teſtament. This is plainly what he maintains: 
But Mr. Thorndike's Arguments evidently ſhew 


that this cannot be proved from any Text of 


Scripture, which he thus demonſtrates: There is 
not any Text of Scripture, any Letter or Syllable 
of the whole Bible, that ſays any thing good or 
bad of the whole Bible; ſo far is it from deli- 
vering this Property or Privilege of it: that is, 
the Ploperty or Privilege of containing all things 
neceſſary to Salvation. And if it do no where 
teach thus 42 or Privilege of the whole 
Bible, neither does it teach it of the New Teſta- 


ment, which is but a part of the Bible. I may 


add, that there is not one Text in the whole 
Scripture that ſays any thing at. all of the New | 
Teſtament as a part of the Scripture, or that re- 
fers us to it as a Book containing what is to be 
believed and practiſed in order to our Salvation: 
For all the Texts that have been produced by 
my learned Opponent, or indeed that can be pro- 
duc'd, requiring us to ſearch the Scriptures in 
order to obtain eternal Life, refer us, as both 
Mr.. Thorndike and I have ſhewed, to the Scrip- 
tures of the Old Teſtament only. Upon what 
Ground then is it that we receive the Canon of 
the New Teſtament as the Rule of our Faith 
and Practice? It can be only upon the Tradition 
of the Church, which has always received that 
Book as containing the Revealed Will of God. 
Therefore, ſays Mr. Thorndike, it follows, that 
whatſoever the whole Church, from the Ban, 
. bath | 


2 


( 19 ) 

ith riceived and practiſed for the Rule of Faith 
nd Manners, all that we affirm to be evidently 
rae, by the ſame Reaſon for which we believe 
he very Scriptures is, Whatever the 


hurch has, deliv d as C tly and, unani- 


ew nouſly to have been the Doctrine and Practice 
ns: aught by the Apoſtles, as it has deliver d the 
ew Teſtament as the Goes, of the Apoſtles, 
: of Pught to be received, we receive the 
re is aon of the Scriptures upon the ſame Grounds 
able SÞnly. This he demonſtrates from the impoſſibi- 
or ity of a conſtant and univerſal Conſent in ſuch 
leli- hings, without t Conviction of the Will 
t 15, f in one Pint as the other. That in ſuch 
1ngs ariety of Mens Fancies, Reaſons, and Inclina- 
here ons, the Church - conſiſting from the beginning of 
hole n Nations, and diſperſed all over the World; 
Ma- Would of their own Inclination, not ſway'd by any 
may for marion of God's Will, agree in the ſame 
hole aus and - Rulers, ſubmitting to the ' Exerciſ# of 


„ [ame Power upon themſelves 3 I may add (or 


tre- father explain what he means by the Word Laws) 
o be ¶ gree to teach the ſame Doctrine, and to obſerve 
ion: Nhe ſame Uſages in their Worſhip, is as impoſſi« 
| by e, as that the World ſhould conſiſt of the caſual 
pro- ¶Concourſè of Atoms, according to Democritus or 
in PiIcurus. And he farther demonſtrates, that 
oth Madition may teach what is neceſſary to Salva» 
Tip- ion as well as Scripture, when he ſays, That 
what hatſoever it may appear ANY WAY that the 
n of Bro/Hes deliver d to the Church to be obſerved in 
"aith , that is, whether they deliver'd it by Writing 
tion r by oral Tradition, is a Law to the Church; 
that Hud if this may appear, then the Conſent of this 


Corporation will be as good Evidence as the ſub- 
ea Matter allows, "whether any thing queſtionable 
e part of it er not. That is, if there be any 
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" ders of the Church, of which there is no mention 


his Premiſſes, which he has proy'd, I think, be- 


3 
way of proving what the Apoſtles taught, it 
date deb by the unanimous onſet 5 the 
Church, which is as good Evidence as the Sub- 
ject will allow; and if the Church gives her 

vidence that the Apoſtles taught any thing, it 
matters not whether the Apoſtles deliver'd it by 
word of Mouth, or by writing, the Evidence 1 
ſtill the ſame, and as much as the ſubject Matterf 
allows: Whether any of the Points now queſti- 
oned be thus evidenced, is nothing to the pur-ſ 
pew of this Propoſition. From whence, as he 
her ſays, this Gonchaion clearly follows, that 

no Man can preſcribe againſt any Rule of th: 
Church, that it comes not from the Apoſtles, be. 
cauſe it is not recorded in Scripture. And there- 
fore nothing hindreth competent Evidence to be 
made of the Authority of the Apoſ#les in ſome Or. 


in Scripture. And it is manifeſt from what goof 
before, and from his whole Argument, that it 5 
to be underſtood of things neceſſary to Salvation 
So that this Concluſion may be fairly drawn from 


ond any reaſonable Contradiction, That nothing 
inders bat that ſome things may have been taugh!;. 
by the Apoſtles, as neceſſary to Salvation, of bid 
there is no mention in Scripture. Confequently 
our learned Author's Propoſition is falſe, when 
he aſſerts, * that 7o teach any thing as of neceſſity 
to Salvation, which the Scripture has not taught 
at all, is to interfere with Scripture. Since the 
Scripture has no where taught, that all thing 
neceſſary to Salvation are contained in it; neither 
have the Apoſtles any where faid, that they 
Would or had put into writing, in ſome part o/ 
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uber of the New, Teſtament, whatever they de- 


ht, it | ; 
ed to be of univerſal and perpetual Obligation. 
Ac. er m it again, that it is a falſe 
* 7 uggeſtion in our Opponent ſo frequently to inſi- 
neiſhnuate, as he has done, that thoſe who would 
85 — roye any thing to be neceſſary to Salvation by 
Ay * which the Scripture has not taught, 
Mare 1 either ſet up Tradition in oppoſition to Scripture, 


or derogate from the Authority of Scripture. 
For as the Scripture no where pretends to have 
taught us ALL hings neceſſary to Salvation, ,a$ 
Mr. Thorndike has proved as well as any of us, it 


» That cannot derogate from the Authority of the Scrip- 
F lle ture to fay that ſome things may be taught as ner 
ö ; , "a ceſſary to Salvation that are not taught at all in 


Scripture, . becauſe to ſay ſo is not to ſay any 


to bl thing that interferes with, or is contrary to crip- 
ve Or ture. And if it do not interfere with Scripture, 
ait is not oppoſite. to Scripture. Does he dero- 
© 200 gate from the Honour of the Statute Book, who 


it it 138 


all ſay that there are ſeveral Laws of the Land 


1 that are obligatory £44 Uſe and Cuſtom, that we 
fon can ſhew no Act of Parliament for? Does a Man 
5 by. aſſerting this, ſet up Cuſtom in oppoſition to 

10 x 


che Statute Law? None is ſo weak as to argue 


ange in that manner. And yet our learned Opponent's 
which Argument for this Suggeſtion has no better Foun- 
ucntly BY dation. We maintain ſome things as neceſſary 
when in the worſhip of God, which he conceives the 
eceſ11) Scriptures have not taught at all. We conceive 
aug we have proved them to be ſo by the Cuſtom or 
ce the conſtant Practice of the Church, which is com- 
thing moply called Tradition. This he condemns. as 
either ſetting up Tradition in oppoſition to the Scrip- 
they ture. Is not this juſt the ſame as to ſay that he 


rt 0 who ſets up any thing as a Law of the Land by 

Cuſtom, which is not mentioned in any Act of 
„ ee 88 
other © w 


Was contrary to the Statute Book. And the 


be the Law of the Land, but = has been 


we, fay that Tradition may be a Law to the 
Church, thou Sa it ſhould teach 3 i 


( 22 ) 
Parliamen oppoſes the Statute Book. Now u 
it is ow on all Hands that Cuſtom, how woch 1 
ſoever it be the Law of the Land, muſt give 
place to an Act of Parliament; fo we fay as tof 
radition, how much ſoever it be a Law to the 
Church, it muſt yield to Scripture. And as ng 
Cuſtom is of Force, or can oblige as the Law 
of the Land, if it contradif a Statute; fo we 
ſay, that tb Tradition can be a Law to the 
urch if it contradict the Scripture. But then 
on the other Hand, as every Engliſhman knows, i 
if there be a Cuſtom that does not contradict an 
Act of Parliament, though the Statute Book 
have directed or dad nothing at all relating to 
that Cuſtom, though there be nothing of it to 
be found in any written Law z yet that Cuſtom 
if it appear to have been ſo time out of mind, 1 
that is, if the Original of it cannot be traced, or 
any time affign'd when it ma appea not to have 
Eier a Cuftom, fhall bind the Subje& as much 
f it had been written; and yet Tio body ever 
aid or thought that ſo to declare Cuſtom to be 
he Law of the Land, was to ſet up Cuſtom a 
rainſt the Statute Book; or that to becken 
of which the Statute Book had faid nothing at 
all, was the Law of the Land, interfered with, or 


Reaſon of this is plain, becauſe though the Sta · 
tute Book is mg. Grün the Law of the J k 
and whatſoever is therein enacted la i 
tion of Obedience upon all She, ye yes 
Book has no where faid that nothing e 


made to be ſo by ſome Aa of Parliament. 80 


neceſſary to 8 lyation which the Scripture has 


not 3 


not taught at all, becauſe though the 
has d cling en s vation, and what 
it has taught is the Will of God, and muſt 
therefore neceſſarily be obeyed; yet it has no 
where ſaid that it has taught ALL things neceſſa- 
ry to Salvation. And to aſſert this no more in- 


7717909 ca hea 


terferes with Scripture, than to ſay that Cuſtom = 


may be the Law of the Land interferes. with the 
Statute Book. And as he that ſhould give an 
Interpretation of an Act of Parliament contrary 


to Cuſtom, and to all adjudged Caſes. founded 


ight make the Words of the Act bear the Senſe 
he purs upon them; ſo neither ought he to be 
heard who ſhall put a Senſe upon any part of 
the Scripture con to what the Tradition of 
the Church has underſtood its meaning to be, 


though he might make the Words bear that 
Senſe. * 8 1 21 


Therefore I muſt ſay it again, that it is a falſe 
Suggeſtion * to ſay, as our Opponent does, that 
n0W we are taught to betate our ſelves nut to Scrip- 
ture, hut Tradition, the Fathers and the ſewiſh 
Rabbies. © For this inſinuates as if we would fer 
aſide the Scriptures, and prefer Tradition and the 
Fathers, and the Jewiſb Rabbies before it; which 
we have by no means done, although he had 
proved, as I think he has not, that the Scrip- 
tures have taught nothing at all concerning t 
Points we contend for. Becauſe whether the 
Scriptures. have taught any thing concerni 
them or not, we conceiv'd they did, and accord- 
ingly appeal'd to them and produc'd our. Texts. 
hether thoſe Texts were to the Purpoſe or 


upon that Act, would not be heard, though he 


not, has no regard to this Suggeſtion; for he that 


* No ſufficient Reaſon, c. part. 1. pag. 3. 
| D 4 endea- 


Scripture 
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endeavours to pretend to prove a thin 


Fewiſh Rabbies a preference to Scripture, when 


quote the Scriptures to prove what they do not 


ture but Tradition, Ic. how 
himſelf from the fame Impuration, who has pre- 
tended alſo to prove from Scripture and Traditi- 
on that which the Scripture het not taught at all? 


( 24) 
Scripture, though he does not prove it t Bon, j 

et certainly does not teach char we are not to be- 
take our ſelves to Scripture. And though he 

ys, Tradition, and the Fathers, and che 8 
1% Rabbies to p px Fur the ſame Point, yet 
not bringing them in by way of oppotiion th 
Seu, , * our Opponent inſinuates it to be. 
For how do we ſet theſe in oppoſition to one 
another, or give Tradition, the Fathers and the 


we fuppoſe them all to teach the fame thi 
We may be miſtaken in our ſuppoſition, 150 


ve, but · ſtill we betake our ſelves to Scripture 

r proof, and therefore do not teach that wwe are 
not to betake our ſelves to Scripture. And if to 
endeavour to prove from Scripture and Tradition | 
that which Scripture has not taught at all, is to 
teach that we are to betake or {hve not to Scrip- 
our 1 8 5 clear 


That is, that Scripture, and not Tradition, is 
preſcribed by our Lord to his Diſciples, as the Rule 
they are to walk by, in ſuch manner, that if Tra- 
dition tegches any thing as of neceſſity to Salvation, 
which the Scripture has not taught at all, it inter- 
feres with, or is contrary to, Scripture , and pre- 
tends to have proved this alſo by a plentiful ra- 
dition. Now I have ſhewed that this Doctrine 
is not taught at all in Scripture, and the Texts 
he has produced are nothing to the purpoſe, 
fince if they are to be underſtood. in an excluſive 


15 No juſt Grounds, 75 p + 


ſenſe, 


(625 
ſenſe, they exclude the Teſtament it ſelf 


no lefs than Tradition: And if they are not to be 


underſtood in an excluſive ſenſe, then they can: 
not exclude even Tradition. Therefore if the 
ſuggeſtion be good againſt us, it is good againſt 
himſelf, who has pretenced to prove that by 
Tradition, which the Scriptures have not. taught 
at all in a point neceſſary to Salvation. For lure 
it is deere to Salvation to know what is the 
Rule of our Faith and practice. However whey 
ther he have been guilty of the Fault which he 
charges upon us or not, this is certain, that his 
Suggeſtion is falſe, when he inſinuates, that in 
what has been written on our ſide of this Con- 
troverſy, we are taught to betake our ſelves not to 
Scripture, but Tradition, Ec. becauſe how un- 
lucky ſoever we may have been in betaking our 
ſelves to Scripture, to prove the neceſſity of the 
things we contend for, yet in Fact we have be- 
taken our ſelves to Scripture as well as to Tra- 
COR oe reed wrt 
' Having thus, I truſt, ſufficiently proved that 
our learned Opponent's Propoſition, when he 
aſſerts that Scripture, and not Tradition, is pre- 
ſcribed by our Lord to his Diſciples as ibe Rule 
they are to walk by, is falſe, if it be underſtood 
to mean the only Rule; ſo that whatever is 
taught by Tradition, as of neceſſity to Salvation, 
which the Scripture has not taught at all, deſerves 
no regard, as he explains his meaning to be: And 
that two bo learned and eminent Divines of 
the Church of England long ago e 4) 4 


proved, that Tradition might convey the Wi 
of Godto us as well as the Scriptures, and where 
it did fo it was to be obey'd, though the thing 
required was not taught at all in thoſe ſacred 
Writings ; to ſhew that we had advanced no 
new 


WM 
LARS 
new Doctrine unknown before to the Members of 
the Church of England, or what the Divines of 
this Church had never taught before: And hay- 
ing alſo ſhewn the falſeneſs of our learned Oppo- 
nent's Suggeſtion, as if we had taught that the 
Scriptures are leſs to be regarded than Tradition, 
Oc. I ſhall now ar? to return.an Anſwer to 
ſuch parts of his No juſt Grounds, Cc. as are writ- 
ten gal: my ſelf in particular. Not doubting 
but the other Gentleman, who is, likewiſe oppo- 
5. in this Book, is well able to defend bun- 
7 Among the things wherein he pretends we are 

preed, * the firſt is, that Scripture is given us 
as the Rule of our Faith. Thus far I own we a- 


greed, But whether it be the only Rule is ano- 
ther Queſtion. And here it is that he takes oc- i 
caſion to mention my Complaint of it as an unde- i 
ſerved Charge againſt thoſe of our fide, that Chri- 
ſtians are now directed by us, 70 betake themſelves i 


not to N but Tradition, c. And ſays, 


As to the Fatt it is a falſe Suggeſtion, the Doctor 


bas only aſſerted, but not proved, But I truſt I iſ 


ave now proved it, by ſhewing that we have 
taken our ſelves to "Ke 
ſoever we may have been in doing ſo. And wi 


our Opponent, I defire the impartial Reader to | ö 


raft bis Eye over both the I Reaſons and Defence, 


and then declare freely to the World whether the 
Scripture is not appealed to in both, eſpecially the 
latter, whether pertinently or not is not to the 
purpoſe. And he that appeals to the Scripture, 
cannot be ſaid to teach that we are NO to betake i 


No juſt Grounds, exc. p. 5. f See Reaſons, &c. p. 8, J 
9, 28, 29, 30. Defence, p. 6, 11, 18, 19, 30, 32, 45» 46, 17 


47, 64, 65, 90, 94, 95, 97, 103, 104, 109. 
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pur ſelves to Scripture : except he expreſſes him- 
farts as to ſhew he has not a regard to it as the 
Word of God, but only cites it as a Book of mere 
human Authority, which I am ſure the Author 
he reflects on has not done. However, ſays our 
learned Opponent, J1f this be a falſe Suggeſtion, 
then the contrary Aſſertion muſs. be true, that ac- 
tording to the Doctrine of theſe Gentlemen, we are 
fo keep cloſe to Scripture in all Controverſies ,, and 
particularly in that now before us, rather than to 
Tradition, Ec. Very right where there is a Com- 
1 or Contrariety between Scripture and 
radition. But that has by no means been prov- 
ed as to the now controverted Points. By 
* The next Agreement betwixt us, according 
to our learned Opponent, is, That Tradition is 40 
be made uſe 6 only ſo far as it is explicative of 
Scripture. Upon which occaſion he produces 
my Words, Ve have taught no more than what 
the Anſwerer himſelf allows, that Tradition is of 
uſe for confirmintg what is deliver d in Scripture, 
though not ſo fully and clearly. as ſome -otber 
Doftrines are. And again, That nothing is 10 
be receiv'd as an Article of . Faith, or of neceſſity 
to Salvation, that cannot be proved from Scripture z 
- which is in effect what is maintained by the 
Church of England in its VIth Article; con- 
cerning which he obſerves, that I have made 
this frank Declaration, which he begs may be. rex 
membred. This I believe the Author of the Reas 
ſons will readily aſſent to, LAM $URE I Do: But 
ſays our learned Opponent, How this will agree 
to the Neceſſity of A Uſages as the Scripture no 
where teaches, will need ſome Explication. I will 


therefore give an Explication of it. The Scrip- 


No juſt Grounds, er. p. 6. f 1bid. p. 7. 


tures 


gay * 7 - I 
= > _ \ 
T . - \ — = P . 
: CE — Sz l 
— p F 4 — - 2 < . 
© 8 . —_— - l \ 
* p _ 1 R 1 2 
= . * —__ - „„ — = . \ \ © : 
« CY 2929 1 a ——— 3 2 - ——_ 
: - — — * , þ — — — La * - 
— — 2 —— 22 — 
— 7 — I 
—__ To — — a "_ _ x _ D— — — 
r r . . 


— 


-: So. JK. 
- 9 SY * — 
— — — 
0 2 = — - 
Mr Fg 
— - — 42 — 


X 5 a 


tures themſelves ſend us to Tradition, as * I have 
formerly proved. St. Paul ſays, | Now 7 pray 
you, Brethren, that ye remember me in all things, 
and keep the Ordinances (or Traditions, for ſo it 
is in the Original, Tg racs as the Margin of 
our Bibles has it) as I deliver'd them unto you. 
And again, Therefore, Brethren, ſtand faſt, and 
bold the Traditions which ye have been taught, 
whether by Word, or our Epiſtle. And ſoon af- 
ter Þ he ſays, Now we command you, Brethren, in 
the Name of our Lord Jeſus Chrift, that ye with- 
draw yourſelves from every Brother that 27%. 
diſorderly, and not after the Tradition which ht 
received of us. Here we ſee plain mention of 
St. Paul's Traditions; conſequently of Apoſtolical 
Traditions GOES Word of 0h 
a 


en 
duth, as well as 
by Epiſtles or in an 


Condemnation 


55 
of thoſe who do not equally obſerve both. There- 


fore if a Tradition be prov'd to be unqueſtionably 
Apoſtolical, though it be in a Matter neceſſary 
to Salvation (for Matters neceſſary to Salvation 
are not excepted) it may very well be ſaid to be 
prov'd by Scripture, though that particular Tra- 
dition be not read there. Both becauſe the Scrip- 
tare. does teſtify that the Apoſtles did deliver 
Traditions by Word of Mouth, as well as by E- 

iſtle or in Writing, and has no where faid that 
thoſe Traditions, which were deliver'd by Word, 
were afterwards put into Writing: And alſo has 
lly requir'd Obedience to thoſe deliver d by 
ord with thoſe deliver'd by Epiſtle. There- 
fore I make no ſcruple to 85 „ that what is 
rov'd to be Apoſtolical Tradition, is alſo prov'd 
y Scripture, becauſe the Scripture expreſly re- 


Neceſſary Uſe of Tradition, c. p. 33. fr cor. 
zi. 2. 2 Tbeſſ. ii. 15. f 2 Thep]. ili. 6. 


quires 
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quires our Obedience to ſuch Tradition. And if 
this be not allowed to be a good N 


then the VIth Article of the Church of England 
cannot be defended by Scripture; for the Scrip- 
ture expreſly teaches that Apoſtolical Tradition 
zs to be obſery'd, but no where teaches that all 
Apoſtolical Tradition is written in the New 
Teſtament. And that IT underſtood it in this 
Senſe, when I made that frank Declaration my 
learned Opponent begs may be remembred, will a 
in what I have here ſaid with d to the 
Obligation of Apoſtolical Tradition, which is onl 
a Recital of what I ſaid in the Book in who 
Poſt/ctipr I made this Declaration. I therefore 
make no ſcruple to affirm with the learned Dr. 
Hammond, as before cited, that Apoſtolical 
Traditions, ſuch as are truly ſo, as well as Apoſ= 
tolical Writings, are equally the Matter of that 
Chriſtian's Belief , who is equally ſecured of the 
Fidelity of the Conveyance, that as the one is 
Apoſtolical Writing, ſo the other is Apoſtolical 
Tradition. And as I am perſuaded: he did not 
think this to be con to the VIth Article of 
the Church of England, neither do I. 0 
He urges ſome other Acknowledgments of 
mine, as Matters wherein we are agreed. As 
* that if any Competition ariſes between Scripture 
and Tradition, no Queſtion is to be made, but the 
Scripture is to be relied upon, and the Tradition to 
be rejected. And he ſeems to triumph in this as 
if it was all he pleaded for, ſaying, Than which 
nothing could be better ſaid, and fuller to our pur- 
poſe. And I can, and do aſſure the Reader on the 
other Hand, that the Anſwerer had never ah De- 
fign to diſcard Tradition, or encourage any one elſe 
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No juſt Grounds, Orc. p. 6. 


PPP 
to. diſcard it, any farther than it differs from 
Scripture; and whenſoever it does this, we are 
Yaught. by the Reverend Author that it ought to be 
Nom . 8 which is as much as any of us deſire. 

ſow if this learned Author by the words Differ 

rom Scripture underſtood what I have expreſſed 
by the word Competition, then. indeed there would 
be no. Difference between us, on this Head. But 
by differing. from Scripturs * he underſtands teach- 
ing any thing which the Scripture has not f 
% all; ble pa I have already RNs, I 
ope proved, is not interfering ture, 
or chr to it, as he pretends it 5 1s 
the grand Miſtake on which all he has to ſay is 
grounded. But what comes in Competition with 
Scripture is plainly oppoſite to Scripture, and mult 
contradict ſomething. contain'd in Scripturez for 
where there is 20 Oppoſition. or Contradiftion, | 
75 not how. there can be a en ag If 1 
rm what another does not gainſay, though he 
does not affirm it alſo, there appears no Oppoſi- 
tion, no Competition between us. And this may 
alſo ſerve as an Anſwer to his other pretended 
Agreements, where he cites me as ewning the 
Authority of the Scriptures as heartily and fully as 
bimſelf, &c. And allowing that nothing ought 
to be taught contrary to the Scripture. 
Another Acknowledgment of mine, which he 
calls an Agreement * is, That the Scripture is the 
Rule that we are Nei to adbere to, whenſo- 
ever any un{criptural Tradition comes in Competi- 
tion with it. To which he is pleaſed to add, 
even though it were the Mixture, Prayers for the 
Dead, &c. And I frankly declare, that if I 
could fee it prov'd as well as aſſerted, that theſe 


No juſt Grounds, p.4. f Lid. p. 7, g. * tbid. p. 7. 
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are not only unſcriptural Traditions, which I do 
not think has been proved, but that they come in 
Competition with, Scripture, which I am well als 
fared neither has or can be proved, I would moft 
readily and freely reje&t them: But here the old 
Miſtake or Fallacy returns, and that is repreſent- 
ed as coming in Competition with Scripture, con- 
cerning which our Opponent maintains the 
Scripture teaches nothing at all. But I have, I 
truſt, proved this is no Competition, becauſe there 
is no oppoſition in any of theſe Doctrines to 
any thing that is taught in Scripture. For it the 
Scripture teaches. nothing concerning theſe Uſa- 
ges, as our learned Anſwerer frequently intimates, 
then it certainly teaches nothing oppoſite or con- 
rrary to them; and if the Scripture have nothing 
= oppoſite or contrary to them, then they do not 
come in Competition with Scripture. W hat comes 
in Competition with Scripture, muſt not only 
not be neceſſary, but it muſt be «nlawful. For 
what 1s contrary to Scripture cannot be lawful, 
becauſe it is contrary to the revealed Will of 
God. And our learned Opponent, over and 
over declares our Diſpute is not about the Law= 
fulneſs of them. And his ingenious Friend, the 
Author of * No Neceſſity, &c. is ſo far from 
thinking them unlauful, that he ſays, they are 
defirable, and would gladly have them reſtored in 
a regular Way. And is it deſirable to have ſuck 
things reſtored, tho' in the moſt regular Way 
imaginable, which come in Comperition 7 4 
Scripture, interfere with it, are oppoſite and 


contrary to it? 
after all the ſeeming 


I Our learned Opponent, 
Agreements that he has diſcover'd betwixt him- 


No Neceſlity, c, p. 1. No juſt Grounds, p. 8. 
7 ſelt 


7 
ſelf and us, / nds the Difference 10 be Pill very 
wide, notwithſtanding this Appearance of an Ac- 
chimmodativn. And what wonder, when all his 
Arguments are founded on a miſtaken and falla- 
cious Principle, that the Scripture teaches ALL 
things neceſſary to Salvation And that whatever 
the Apoſtles defigned to be of univerſal and per- 
petual Obligation; „ they. put in writing in ſome 
part or othtr of the New Teſtament ? A Princi- 
oy founded neither upon Scripture nor Tradition 
r as I have Arcen Ben Mr. Thorndike, there 
is not a Text, a Word, a Syllable in Scripture 
to prove it, neither can it be prov'd by Tradi- 
tion, as plentiful an, one as he pretends to have 
for it, as 1 thought I Ny in my Poſiſcri 2 
and * do it more fully as I come to his 
againſt thoſe N Neither is it ca- 
pa be] of Bahg prov'd by any Reaſon not found- 
ed upon Scripture or Tradition, becauſe it is a 
Mater of Fact preceding our Times, which can 
prov'd by Evi dence only. But I muſt fay I | 
0 no Evidehics, that al things neceſſary to 
Salvation are contained in Scripture, except it be 
the Evidence of ſuch Divines as liv'd not ' till 
1400 or 1570 Years after the Scriptures were 
written. And EF confeſs there is plentiful Evi- 
dence enough of them, but they plainly liv'd oX 
too great a diſtance from the A — 9 Days 
be competent Witneſſes in this St. Pan 
indeed ſays, * That he ſhunned not 2 * ALL 
the Counſel of God. But that he put all the 
Counſel of God into writing; he no where dc- 
clares, neither do any of the Apoſtles declare 
that any one or more of them did ſo. There- 
fore though there be Scripture Evidence that the 
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| AS lo on 
Whole Counſel of God was declared by the Az 
poles, yer" there ir no een Evidence of their 
utting all that Counſel into Writing in the New 
Testament Therefore where we have as good 
Evidencegthat the Apoſtles declared any thing to be 
the Conan br Will of Cod, as we have to believe 
that the Books of the New . Teſtament were writ- 
ten by theth, we have as much Reaſon to believe 
that to be the Will of God, as we have to be- 
lieve they wrote the Books of the New Teſtament, 
Havi cx ſhewn the Realon 5 7 Diſa- 
greemefitz that it procteds from the falſe Princi- 
bie id dw. by this zentleman, and Which =: 
erally paſſes for a Maxim with our modefn Di 
vines, that 7here can be. nothing neceſſary { ; 7a 
Dif 


vation hut what is contained in Scripture ; I 
proceed e Opponent to conſider our 
1 et. Nennen e XI. 
*The' learned Doctor, 4 ſays be, ten of the, 
enam Article. of our Church, ſays, We are 
% Banding it according os the Church of Ems 
requires us to underſtand it; that is, that 
when” due undertake to prove any thing neceſſary to 
Salvation by Scripture, we do not interpret the 
Scripture in what Senſe we pleaſe, or in ſuch 4 
Senſe as we may put upon it without ſeeming to 
wreſt it, but in ſuch a one as is agreeable to the 
Doctrine 'of the ancient Catholick and Apoſtolick. 
Church. To this my learned Opponent e 
he "means only, that Tradition is the beſt Aſiftant- 
#0 Scripture, to explain the meaning of it in obſcure. 
and difficult places, it amounts to no more than 
what has been agreed upon already. But if here- 
by he means, that any the plaineſi and eafieft Texts 
of Scripture, ſuch as that, I will drink no more 


(34) 
of the Fruit of the Vine, Cc. or that other, Do 
chis in Remembrance of me; or others of the like 
Nature, are not to be underſtood according to. their 
755 literal Senſe, but Tradition muſt be baled in 
0 put a foreign Interpretation upon them, here he 
differs ſo widely from himſelf, that I muſt leave 
it to himſelf to try what Apology he can make for 
it; yet if this be not his meaning, it is not an eaſy 
matter to give an Account how- be comes to be ſo 
contern'd to remove thoſe Authorities the Anſwer- 
er. bad brought to prove the Scriptures to he the 
Rule. left us hy our Saviour, and from.whence ue 
are ro learn our Duty. have, I hope, ſufficient- 
ly ſhewed, how I come to be ſo concerned to remove 
the Authority he brought not to prove the Scrip- 
tures to be the Rule, which was never diſputed, 
but the oN. Rule left us by our Saviour; not 
from whence we are to learn our Duty, but from 
whence ALONE we are to learn it. I was there- 
fore concern'd to remove theſe Authorities, be- 
cauſe I believe the Principle to be falſe, and the 
Authorities to have been miſapply' d. Then as to 
what he objects, that he plaineſt and eafieft Texts 
of Scripture are not to be under ſtood in their plain 
literal Senſe, but Tradition muſt be haled in to put 
a foreign Interpretation upon them. I anſwer, 
that J am never. for haling in Tradition or any 
thing elſe; I am not for forcing or wreſting any 
thing, I deſire when I ſee occaſion to appeal to 
Scripture or Tradition, to ſee it fairly and clear- 
ly introduced without haling or forcing. - And 
therefore as to the, literal . Senſe of Scripture, 
where it ſeems plain, caly, and natural, I am al- 
ways for taking it ſo, except ſome very plain Rea- 
ſon, ſuch as the conſtant Tradition of the Church, 
interpoſes, why I ſhould not underſtand it ſo. 
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. LETS 
Therefore I think it proper to take notice, of 
nother Text that ſeems as plain and eaſy as ous 
earned Opponent's Inſtances, and yet he hitoſelf, 
am pretty confident, does not take it in its 
ain hteral Senſe; if he does, I deſire he will let 
ne know it, and I will publickly beg his par- 
don for 'ſuj poſing the contrary. I have mens 
fon'd it before * in my Neceſ/ary Uſe of Tradition, 
Ve. and will here repeat it. We read, Sup- 
per being ended, or as Dr. Hammond ſays it 
ought. to be rehdred, during the time of Sup- 
per, Jeſlis riſeth from Supper, and layeth aſide 
his Garments, and took- a Towel and. gird- 
"ed himſelf. After that he pourtd Water in- 
to 4 Baſon, and began o waſh the Diſciples 
Feet, and to wipe them with the Towel wheres 
with be was pgirded: So after. he had waſhed 
their Feet, and had taken his Garments and Was, 
ſat down" again, he ſaid unto. them, Know- ye. 
what I have done to you Te call me Maſter 
and Lord: and ye ſay well, for fo I am. If 
I then your Lord and Maſter, . have waſhed your 7 
Feet, Xx ALs0-OUGHT, TO WASH ONE ANO- 
THER's FEET, FOR I HAVE GIVEN YOU AN. 
EXAMPLE, THAT YE SHOULÞ Do As I HAVE 
DONE To You. Now here is a poſitive Com- 
mand, given at the time he gave the holy Eu- 
chariſt; and no Intimation given, that he did 
not intend it to be literally underſtood. Ho-] 
ſhall any Man that is guided only by the Scrip- 
tures, without any regard to the Practice and 
Tradition of the Church, diſtinguiſh Between 
this and the Precept for celebrating the holy 
Euchariſt ? Why, may he ſay, ſhould one be 
obſerved, and not the other? Do the Words, 
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 litexal Senſe. And if our learned Opponent Foul : 


male for it? But if he can yy 
why & docs not un Vatan dee lain, — 
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© Do this in Remembrance of me, imply a ſtronger 
Precept than, Ie ought to waſh ang augther's 
EH Feet fs T {OY Fg you an Mes that | 
Laue dane ta. Jo. 1 Thal 
Ts Wyrks I will drink n 2 4 

EAT TE of the Vi, Do, this in Rem 
ne, 9 25 or cakict Texts of Sci Sarge tha 

7. ought to- wald one quother's Feet ? 


0 JOU the O his own Words, 2 are _ 
75 to be under ſtead in their plain literal & 
r 


14 9 4 


enſe, buf 

adition be haled in lo put à fareign Inter. 
pretation upon them? For my part I can ſee no c 
ther way of N 2.4 one that ſhould aſk me, 
why 125 * not to he underſtood literally ge 


and eaſy, than b | 
A che e che Church Ax A never = ATE by laying a 


make the ſame Anſyer, might we. not ſay, Hen 
be fo widely differs from himſelf, that we — | 
leave it to . 40 try what Apology 4 ca 


Words in a literal Sea beſide the conſtant Prac 


and Tradition ff To Church, be would do 2 

a D let the W.p 6 Eno It. The Reveren bro 
eacon bas t oint home to * * 

and * demonſtr. pak proved, that if he an a 
thaſe of his Communion do not, walb one an Fer 
ther's Feet, his own Opinion an 
85 furviſh this Concluſion, that, they leave th pre 

ipture, and ſet up Tradition as 1 85 tobe a ap 
> 4 4% And therefore. v + gt oh per 
him the Words of St, Paul e m 
eft another roy condemneſt thy if. And when * "ns 


* Plaintiff's Charge diſproved and med upon him. 
ſelf, p. 6, 1 Rem. ii. 1. | | 
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learned Gentleman has apologized for himſelf, and 
given his Reaſons why thoſe of his Contmaunioh 
4% not waſh one another's Feet, I am verily per- 
ſuaded that will be a ſufficient Apology for me, 

why I do not underſtand a ſeemingly plain, eaſy 
Text literally, when I have the Tradition of the 
Catholick Church to underſtand it otherwile. \ 

His next Remark upon my Poſt/eript, * is that I 
ay, that Scripture and 2 Tradition are al- 
ways of one fide, and never had any Competits- 
vn between 2 Whence, fays he, it neceſſarily 
follows, that when any Tradition is not of the ſane 
fide with' Scripture, as in the preſent Controverſy, 
that cannot poſſibly be an uni verſal Tradition. i 
by not being of the ſame fide, he means bein con- 
trary to Scripture, as I fuj poſe he does, th 
is certain the things in Controverly are of łhe 
fame ſide with Seripture for if they were con- 
trary to Seripture, they would, they muſt be 
unlauful, which he does not prett they are 
But if he means any thing elſe, by not bein of 
the ſame fide, hen he explains himſelf, I wi En 
deavour to give him an Anſwer. 

It ſeems the Author of the Appendix had FR 
ſerv'd, that the Anſwerers Texts, which are 
brought to prove that Scripture, and not Tradition, 
7s preſcribed by our Lord to his Diſciples, as the 
Rule they are to walk by, do all relate to the 
Ceriptures of the Old Teftament : Which 
an Objection that I have farther urged in m 
preſent Diſcourſe againſt my learned Opponent's 
Application of thoſe Ter J think it = = 
per to take notice of his Anſwer ; othe it 
may alſo be pretended to be a full Anſwer to all I 
have ſaid on that Topick. Our Opponent s Ro- 


F No juſt Grounds, &c. p. 14. 1 ui. p. 15. 
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pl then to this Relation of thoſe Texts to the 
Old Teſtament is, No wonder if that were all 
that were referr'd to before the New Teſtament 
was written; but this is no Evidence, that the i 
hole Canon of Scripture was not ſtill more fo be 
depended upon, when it was once ſettled and com- 
pleated. Bur this isan Evidence, that theſe Texts 
are not to be underſtood excluſively, as he under- 
ſtands them, that Scripture is preſcribed by our 
Saviour as the oNLY RULE; ſince it is evi | 
he did not intend thoſe Scriptures which he | 
ſcribed, that is, the Scriptures of the Old 42 1 
ment, ſhould be the onLyY RuLR for his Diſciples 
20 walk by, becauſe if he had, he would not even 
at that very time he referr'd them to the Scrip- 
ures of the Old Teſtament, have alſo given — a 


Scrif 


farther Directions by Word of Mouth, and af- WW 7 
terwards by his Holy Spirit direct che ſeveral if dily 
Books of the New Testament to be written as But 
he. ſaw occaſion for them. It is certain then ber. 
hat the Texts our Opponent has produced, tho To 
they do prove the Scriptures to be preſcribed by d / 
our Saviour, as the Rule his Diſciples are to walk 2 
by, yet they do not preſcribe them as à ſufficient Wl keep 
Rule for if they did, he would not afterwards have ¶ Per 
reſcribed them any farther Rule, as he certain- WI not 
by Bas done 1 in the ors of the New Teſta. ¶ they 
: But he ſays, this is 20 Evidence that the ¶ teac 

=> Canon of Scripture was not mare to be de: the 
pended on when it was once ſettled and compleated, do: 
And is more to be depended on a ſufficient Evi- Wdo t 
dence that the Scripture is our only Rule? I may WM! 7 
depend more upon one Rule than another, and yer ling 
= _ the Rule which I more depend #pon my 95 
u Ru lf 
The n of the Appendix ſays farther, Here Th 


t not Fey leaſe Intimgtion againſt Tradition. To 
which 


6 

which the Opponent replies, Nor is there the 
Jeaft Intimation for it, nor was it neceſſary. there 
ſhould be. The Anſwerer's Buſineſs was to ſhew, 
that Scripture was the Rule preſcribed us: But 
this is a Fallacy, for this was not his only Buſi- 
nes. His Propoſition is, that Scripture, and 
NOT TRADITION, ig the Rule preſcribed us. And 
therefore it is his Buſineſs to Joes not only that 
= Scripture is the Rule preſcribed us, but that Ta- 
dition is alſo Nor preſcribed us : Otherwiſe he 
does not prove his Propoſition. And therefore 
if we prove, as we haye done, that Tradition al- 
ſo is preſcribed us, we overthrow his Propoſition, 
how many Texts ſoever he can produce to ſhew 
chat Scripture is preſcribed us. | 
= The learned Doctor, * ſays our Opponent, rea- 
dily grants theſe Texts do ſend us to the Scriptures : 
= But then he asks, what follows from all this? Is 
there a Word in theſe Texts againſt Tradition? 
To which he anſwers: 7 do not ſay there is, nor 
do I want one, as ] have juſt now ſaid, our De- 
ion not being to condemn Tradition, but only ta 
keep it in its due Bounds, and to its juſt and pro- 
per Uſe. But then I muſt fay, if theſe Texts do 
not condemn Tradition, and he docs not ſay 
W they do; if they do not ſhew that Tradition can 
teach nothing to be neceſſary to Salvation, which 
the Scriptures have not taught, as they certainly 
do not, to what purpoſe are they brought? How 
do they prove his Provolition ? Asto the due Bounds 

of Tradition, and the juſt and proper Uſe he is wil- 
ling to allow it, I deſire him to ſhew where the 
Scripture has ſect it thoſe Bounds, or where it has 
aſſign'd it that ju/} and proper Uſe he talks of. 
rhe Texts of Scripture we have produc'd pre- 


No juſt Grounds, cc. v. 16. 
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ſcribing Tradition, are as unlimited and bound. 
leſs as thoſe he has produc'd which preſcribe the 
Beriptures: They ſend us to Tradition in the 
fame manner thoſe he has produc'd ſend us to the 
Scriptures. I defire therefore to know what Au- 
thority he has to ſet Limitations to our 'Texts 
more than he will allow to his own. Why 
muſt Tradition be confined only to explaining 
ſome obſcure Texts of Scripture, or to Matters 
not_necefſary to Salvation? I am fure the Texts 
which ſay, * Keep the Traditions. | Hold the Tra- 


ditions. + Withdraw your ſelves from every Bro- 80 
ther that walteth diſorderly, and not after the zu 
Tradition he received of us, have not confincd is 
Fradition to any ſuch Bounds or proper 1 as he tec 
ſpeaks of, nor is there any other Text of Serip- his 
ture that ſo confines it. | = 72 
- But the Opponent goes on, and 75 Whereas 1 
be learned Author of the Defence had produced th 
fome Texts of Scripture in favour of Tradition; uſe 
and the Anſwerer had obſerv'd, that nothing more #4/: 
tan be meant by Tradition in thoſe places, but 1 
#he Doftrines the Apoſtles taught the Chriſtians, an 
Whether by Writing or ' Word of Mouth , the di 
learned Doctor puts this Queſtion; And did any hi 
one ever produce them to prove more, than that 

the Apoſtles taught ſome things by Word of Mouth, in 
and did not put all they taught in Mriting? t © 
am pretty confident he neither did, nor could take ll 
this to be the Anſwerer's Meaning. Whatever the 
Anſwerer's Meaning might be, this was what | 1 
he ſaid, and J fairly quoted his Words. I know Fe 
indeed they were not to his Purpoſe ; but as to > 
his Meaning, I pretend not to underſtand it. It 4 
was his Purpoſe to prove, that Scripture, and r 
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vor TRADITION, ig the Rule prefſeribed us 10 
walk by; and in order to this Proof he quotes 
ſeveral Texts of Scri ture; and when he is told, 
that in theſe, Texts there is not the Jeaſt Intimae 
tion againſt Tradition; he anſwers, T No Scrip- 
ture need be ſought for to condemn it, ſince it is 
not Tradition, if rightly uſed, that he complains 
of. So that tho' his Purpoſe be to prove Scrips 
ture, and Nor TRADITION, it the. Rule preſcri: 
bed us; and we tell him, that his Proofs do not 
come up to his Propoſition, that they prove no- 
5 ainſt Tradition, then that is none of his 

. — 2 none of his M His Propoſition 
is directy againſt Tradition, and the Texts are ci- 
ted to prove the Propoſition; but it is none of 
his Bu to ſhew they are againſt Tradition, if 
rightly uſed, a} ere is not a Word of 
Rely » uſed in the Propoſition, nor does any one, 
that 1 know of, plead for Tradition not rightly 
5 2 et for Fee if it be not rightly 
2 re ture may be abuſed as well as Tra- 

tion. 8158 then bl Purpoſe or Propoſition, 
and his Meaning or his Bulinefs, are ſo widely 
different from 5 another, how ſhould I know 
his Meaning otherwiſe than by his Words? 

However now he pretcnds to explain his Means 
ing, and ſays, Tho” before the New Teftament was. 
written, the Apoſtles might reaſonably refer their 
Auditors to what they bad verbally delivered, it by. 
no means follows from hence, that they did not AF. 
TER WARDS put all they taught, as neceſſary, 
to be believed or practiced, in Writing. And I ans 
apt to think the Doctor will not undertake to prove. 
they did not. But I conceive it belongs to him 
that aſſerts they did, to prove that they 1 ſo. 


No * Grounds, c. p. 15, 16. 


* hat 


That the Apoſtles did deliver ſome things by 
word of Mouth, which they had not put in- 
to Writing when St. Paul wrote ſome of his 
Epiſtles is moſt certain, there is Evidence for 
it : But whether they afterwards put into 
Writing all that they had 7 by word of 
Mouth, as neceſſary to be believed and prac- 
tiſed, has neither Scripture Evidence for it nor 
any other. So that if I ſhould not undertake 
to prove the Negative, yet it would not fol- 
low that the Aﬀfirmdiine may be depended on. 
Nay if the Affirmative cannot. be proved, as I 
am perſuaded it cannot, neither does our Op- 
ponent pretend that he or any Body elſe has 
proved it; that is, if it cannot be proved, that he 
Apoſtles put all they taught as neceſſary to be be- 
lie ved and practiſed into Writing; then nothing 
hinders but we may believe that ſome things ne- 
ceſſary to be believed and practiſed may have been 
tranſmitted to us by Tradition only. However 
let us ſee whether the Negative may not be prov- 
ed in this Caſe; and I think I did prove it 
* in uy Neefary Uſe of Tradition, &c. For I 
ſhewed that St. Paul writing to Timothy, T ſays, 
Hold faft the Form N Words which thou 
Caf HEARD of me. Now what he had heard 
of St. Paul muſt be ſomething which that Apo- 
ſtle had delivered to him by word of Mouth, and 
not in Writing. And that St. Paul had no In- 
tention to put theſe things into Writing after- 
wards, nor ſuppoſed that any other of the Apo- 
ſtles would do it, is plain from what he ſays a lit- 
tle after. + The things that thou haſt nEARD of 
me among many Witneſſes, that is plainly, the 


Nec. Uſe of Trad. p. 77. 2 Tim. i. 13. 
+ 2 Tim. ii. 2. | 


things 


. 
chings thou haſt heard me teach by word of 
Mouth, not what I have put into Writing, be 
ſame commit thou to faithful Men, who Faw be 
able to teach others alſo. What occaſion for this? 
What occaſion for Timothy's Holding faſt the 
Form of ſound Words, which he had EAR D? 
What occaſion for his committing them to faith- 
ful Men, if they were already or AFTERWARDS 
to be all put into Writing? And certainly that 
Form of ſound Words, that which Timothy had 
HEARD St. Paul amongſt many Witneſſes, 
was ſomethin z neceſſary to be believed or prattiſed, 
pr the Apoſtle would not have given ſuch a 
charge concerning them. Here then is the Teſ- 
timony of St. Paul, here is plain Scripture Evi- 
dence, that there was ſomething neceſſary to be 
believed and prattiſed, which had not been com- 
mitted to Writing, nor was intended to be writ- 
ten at the time of St. Paul's Death. For I muſt 
{ obſerve this was the laſt Epiſtle that St. Paul 
wrote, as appears from thoſe Words in it, * T 
am now ready to be offered, and the time of my 
departure is at Hand. So that St. Paul, when he 
recommended his Tradition to Timothy of ſome 
things wecefſary to be believed 'and prattiſed, had 
written all that he intended to write, all that 
ever he did write; conſequently neither did put 
in b. all that he had taught, nor was of 
Opinion that any other of the Apoſtles would 
put thoſe things in Writing: For if he had been 
of any ſuch Opinion, there was no occaſion why 
he ſhould recommend the Tranſmiſſion and Pre, 
ſervation of them by a faithful Tradition, If he 
or the other Apoſtles had thought fit to put the 
Form of found Words into Writing, there had 
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boen 


Church: And therefore where we find all Churches 
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een no need of Timothy's taking ſich care to de- 

ver it by Tradition. However our learned Op- 
ponent * utterly denies this Doctrine, and begs 
that I will ſhew any one thing that the Apoſtles 
deſigned to be of. univerſal and perpetual Obligati- 
on, and did not put it into Writing. But I ſee 
not what Reaſon he has to deſire this of me a- 
gain, when I had done it before, and he had hot 


had delivered to Timothy a Form of ſound Words, 
which he had not, nor ever did put into Writing, 
and which he required Timothy alſo to deliver to 
other Biſhops. after him: I ſay to other Biſhops, 
becauſe St. Paul requires it to be delivered to 


ſuch as were able to teach others alſo, which I 


take to be the peculiar Office of Biſpops and Pre/- 


byters. So that it was a Depofitum, which St. 
Paul required to be committed to the Biſhops 
and Preſbyters in particular, and therefore there 
is no Queſtion but the other Apoſtles delivered 


the ſame Depoſitum to the Ny which th 
alſo Ordained in their ſeveral Churches whic 
were founded by them. That f a part of this 


Depoſitum certainly was the Form or Manner of i 


adminiſtring the Ordinances of the Chriſtian 


from the Beginning to have obſerved - one com- 


mon Form. in the Adminiſtration of the Sacra- 


ments, or other Apoſtolical Ordinances, though iſ 
we find nothing of that Form in, Scripture, we 


may ſafely conclude this was part of that Depo- 


tum which was delivered by the Apoſtles to be 


handed down by Tradition. 


No juſt Grounds, ec p. 17. 
Neceſſary Uſe of Tradition, p. 118. 


Now il 


refuted it. I had ſhewed that the Apoſtle St. Pau 
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Now I have ſhewed in my Diſcourſe upon the 
Liturgies Mr. Jabnſon has allo ſhew'd the fame in 
his two Booka of the Unbloody' Saerifice $ Biſhop 
Hickes in his Cbriſtian Prieſtbaud; Mr. Bingham 


in his ſixth Volume of Eicefeaſtical An 


ities 
the Author of the Reaſons in the Rea bh cc. 
Defence, and ¶ indication, have ſhew?'d that in the 
Miniſtration of the Euchariſt, it was the univer= 
fal Practice of the primitive Catholick Church 
to mix Water with the Sacramental Nine, to eu- 
thariftize or the Elements" with a " ſolencn 


Form of Than giving, for the Creation and Re- 


an ind, which was accompanied 
with the M urdi of Tuflitutiaw 4 Prayer of OÞla- 
tion, with a thankful | Remenibrance of Chris 
Death, an Laa for the Deſcens of the 
ty Ghoſt to bleſs and ſauctiſy the Elements, and 
make them the Body and Blood of Chrift, and 4 
general Interceſſion for all Eſtates and Conditions 
4 Mev, and particularly for the Faithful deceas'd. 
t is true, 1 of the ſeveral Churches 
differ: in their W e e of pin 
e ſew, a very few, in the Order of 
e Intercefion :and Invocation, but they 


| en and that is as much as 11 


they ſhould do in 4 Form of found \ 


| delwerd by Tradition. We know that even 255 


_ s Prayer, whilſt deliver'd by Tradition on- 
Vas deliver'd in different Words, otherwiſe 
. Matthew and St. Luke would not have writ- 
ten it in different Words from each other. And 
if in. fo ſhort a time, as between our Saviour's 
reaching that Prayer to his Diſciples, and St. 
Matthew and St. Luke's putting it into Writing, 
there was ſo much difference made in the Wor 
of that thort Prayer, though the Senſe be the 


ney it can be no Objection againſt m_ 
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found in all the Liturgies of the ancient Chufch, 
which were handed down by Tradition only for 
300 Years, that it is differently worded in all of 
them, though the Senſe be the fame. 
I doubs NI 
Hy, this is a Jen : 
muſt anſwer him, that it. is not beggi a ta 
but proving, it. For Bei Nord e 
the Apoſtles did Actually deliver a Depoſitum to 
the Biſbops in particular, which they were t6 
tranſmit. to their Succeſſors as they had received 
it, that is by Tradition, it follows that foms 
8 of this Depoſitum muſt be the Form of ads 
mini R the Sacraments, and particularly the 
Therefore the primitive Bi- 
Nag having received ſuch a particular Charge 
concerning this Depoſitum, we cannot doubt buy 
they kept it fcbully, conſequently that Form 
of Aan miſtring be Euchariſt: which they all, 
faithfully k NA 22 unanimouſly tranſmirted to 
their Succeſſors, was part of that Depoſitum, arid 
theſe 5 things now controverted are what we find 
ithfully obſerved, | and unanimouſly: 
tr ew es to their: Succeſſors by Tradition for 
300 550 a before any of them put: it into Writ- 
ing. So that though I do inſtance in the things 
in Queſtion, as what he Apoſtles 4%. gued to be of 
wniverſal and perpetual Obligation, and did not 
put into Writing in ſome part or other of the New 
Teftament , yet. I do not beg the Queſtion, bur 
prove it: That is, I do not defire him to grant 
that the things I have inſtanced in are of unver- 
fal and perpetual” Obligation, farther than the 
Proof that they are fo will reach. 
However, an Inſtance may ver caſily be gi- 
ven of one ing at leaſt which the Apoſtles de- 


MY to be of univerſal and perpetual "0 
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ew Teftament, and that is the Canon of the New 
Tifamen i .I-ſuppoſe ppoin; oor leoeged Coppo- 

nent will ** eny; but the whole New Teſta- 
ment is of- perpetual and univerſal Obli 


the whole New Teſtament, that teaches To 
whole Book to be of univerſal and perpetual O- 

tion : 44 yet no body doubts (I mean no 
bor who, 5 the New Teſtament to be 
the Word of God) that the Apoſtles and Evan- 


of perpetual and univerſal Ob on. Hows» 
ever they have no where told us that they did fo. 
The Apoſtles and Evangeliſts indeed, who wrote 
the ſeveral Parts of it, have ſet their Names to ſome 
of them; and perhaps ſome 'Texts may be found 
Want pe of ſome Epiſtle or Goſpel as of univer- 
22125 Obligation, but there is no Text 
to be found that ſays a Word of the whole New 
Teſtament, or that teaches us how many Books 
it conſiſts of, and ſeveral Books in that Canon 
have no Teſtimony i in Scripture, that they are of 
Divine Inſpiration, or the Word of We 
have Tradition only to aſſure us of this; ; with 
relation to the three firſt Goſpels, the Acts of 
the. Apoſtles, and the Epiſtle to the Hebrews, 
not one Word. in the New Teſtament to certify, 
us, that theſe Books were written by any one of 
the Apoſtles, . or by any apoſtolical Men, much, 
leſs that they are the Wo rd of God, written by 
Divine 5 We haue all this from om Tra, 
r tion only; ſo that here is one thi 
fo a very conſiderable one, even the AT: of Faith, 
| which the Apoſtles deſign d to be of univerſal 
and perpetual Obligation, and yet they have not 
Pl it into Writing in any one Part or other 7 
2 lil 
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did not put it in Writing in any Part of the 


Kale n 
but there is not a Text, a Word, a Sy 


geliſts who wrote that Book, deſign'd it to be 
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2 New 'Teftament, chat they defign'd any ſuch 
00 1 learned Opponent Igo on and Ry, 
= Anfwerer babing ſhewn from Scripture, that 
Writers preſeribe us 1b other Rule of 
Poſes but Seripture; be next proceeds to Tradition 
for it. But I deſire the Reader to conſider how 
the Anſwerer has ſhew'd this from Scripture. 
All the Texts he has produtd, 4 by his own 


Conſeſſton, iel be oy the Scriptures of the 


Old Teltimient for the Rule bf Faith, which he 


of: But ic the Old Teftament then the only 
le of Hub ibed by our Lord to his Diſ- 
won Vet tht he has roy'd from 8 

türe is no mere than that the Old Teftament is 
ſeribed ut a Ritle to walk by : So that if thoſe 
exts are to be underſtood! excluſtyely, and to 


teach that to be our only Rite, the New Tefta- i 


ment is exeluded from 4 Rule of Faith, 


be underſtood exclafively, thick they do not teach 
the Scripture to be the only Rule of Faith, and 
de are nothing to his Purpoſe. For if 

1 not the onLY Rule of Faith, and 


no means prove it to be fo, 
then Tradition may be @ Rale of Faith, for 


thing he has prov'd from Scripture to the 

| eb 78 Nay * alſo, that * is not 
Tradition in any of 

theſe Texts. Indeed be 2 to limit Tradi- 
tion, and fer Boynds to it, that it ſhall teach no- 


contrary. 
the leaſt Intimation againff} 


tking of univerſal and perperudt Obligation that 
pr ht in Scripture; but he Joes! not ſhew, 
to ſhew, that the Scripture has ſet any 


Bounds to it; YE DOT. ge © 


No juſt Groutkds, 7 18. % pars. 4 Bid. . 
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if they are not o 


F I 


his own making, or ſuch as he has learn'd from 
modern Divinity, unknown to the Church for 
1500 Years. Nor has he at all invalidated the 
exts we have brought from Scripture, to ſhew 
that the Scripture it ſelf ſends us to Tradition. 
Let any impartial Perfon judge then, whether he 
has prov'd his Propofition by Scripture, That 
Scripture, and not Tradition, that is Scripture a- 
lone excluſive of Tradition, ig preſcribed by gur 
Lori to his Diſciples, as the Rule ii are to. 
walk Hy. Or whether, as he here ſays, he has 


Dil. ſhewn from Scripture, that the ſacred Writers pre- 
Tip- ſcribe us no other Rule of Faith but Scripture. 
+ i; For the Texts He has cited, as himſelf confeſſes, 
hoſe preſcribe only the Scriptures of the Old Tefta- 
d to ment; and if there be xo other Rule of Faith 
but the Old Teſtament, the New Teſtament is 
aith, Wl certainly excluded from being any part of that 


Rule, and the Scripture has ſaid nothing at all 


IT to 7 * 
each to his Pu oſe. = tome nt yr oe 

and Let us ſee now if Tradition will help him any 
rie berter: whether that, as he ſays, will ew that 


this was the Doctrine of the ancient Chriſtian Wri- 


and 
ters. Of theſe, be tells us he produced Eightee 
4 5 ont of which J Pack thought 1 take 2 phi 
"the . of Seven. Very true, becauſe I found no- 
+ ching in the other Eleven that ſo much as 
y of ſeemed to the Purpoſe, nothing againſt Traditi- 
—_ Non. Let Men recommend N He's as the Rule 
no- of Faith, let them fay as high things as th 
7 pleaſe of it, provided they allow Tradition a 
bew. to be a Rule for us to walk by, I will join with 
i 55 them. But our learned Opponent frequently for- 
A % gets one part of his Propoſition,” and ſets himſe 
| to 3 the other, about which we have no 
3% PDiſpute. For we do not differ with him when 
his he maintains the Scripture to be the Rule preſcrib= 


Wed us to walk by, he _ plead more heartily 
, for 
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for that than we are ready to do: But out Diffe. 
rence is about thoſe words in his Propaſition, 
SCRIPTURE AND, NOT .T RADITION ; fo that he 
excludes Tradition from being any Rule for us to 
walk by, when he fays 8 * is No OTHER 
Rule if. Faith preſcribed us but Scripture. There- 
fore where any of his Authorities or 
tend not. to prove this Point, but only to ſet 
forth the Excellency and Uſefulneſs of Scripture, | 
without eating down Tradition, we do not 
conceive they tend to overthrow any Ting we 
maintain. And this is the Reaſon, as I alleged 
in my Poſtſcript, why I took no notice of Eleven 
of his Fathers. They had ſaid nothing to the 
Purpole, nothing that tended to depreciate Tra- 
dition, and therefore none of his Citations from 
thence bore any Relation to the Controverſy. 
Neither did what he cited from the other Seven 
really and indeed depreciate Tradition, or con- 
fine it to the Bounds he and other Moderns have 
been pleaſed to ſer to it; yet foraſmuch as he had 
repreſented them as 8 ſo, I thought it pro- 
per to ſhew how he had miſrepreſented them: 
And that howſoever they may ea * thoſe 
Who ſet up Traditions for Apoſtolical which are 
not truly ſuch, and declare ſuch Traditions ought 
to be deſpiſed; yet they all of them pay a great De- 
ference to all truly Apoſtolical Traditions, which 
the Catholick Church had ever reccived and ob- 
ſerved, and would not ſuffer them to be de- 
preciated.. - n 
The firſt of theſe Fathers, as the learned Op- 
ponent. obſerves, is St. Jerom, and adds, that 
though there are fix different Paſſages out of this 
Father, teaching that we are to ſtick to the things 
that are written, that what has not Authority 
from Scripture is as eafily deſpiſed as proved; that 
thoſe. Prophecies are not to be received which agret 
| p OY no 


ee eee 
vot with the Authority of the Old and New Ts 
tament; and that our Lord's Commands art to bt 
attended to, rather that! the Sayings of the greateſt 
Men; and that we are firſt to learn our Duty 
from thence, be fingles out only one as worthy of 
his Confideration. And with good Reaſon too 
for what 5 * = 0 8 mr wy 
nothing to the Purpoſe? Did St. Jerom, when 
faid, What has not Authority from Scripture is as 
eafily deſpiſed as proved, intend that Tradition 
was to be defpifed? How comes he then, as 


ſhalt ſhew preſently, to argue ſo ſtrenuouſl again 
Helvidius in behalf a Tiadkion, Which hi crip= 
ture has not taught at all? Could he think that 
Tradition was to be defpis'd? If it was, why does 
he blame Helvidius for deſpiſing it? I could ſhew 
the fame with relation to Jopinian, Vigilantius 
and others, againſt whom he argues With Zea 
and Earneſtneſs, in behalf of Traditions, concern- 
ing which the Scripture is wholly ſilent, bur 
chat T am unwilling to ſwell the Controverſy 
with more than is abſolutely neceſſary to vindi- 
cate our ſelves. I fay then, that when St. Jerom 
ſay . What bas not Authority from Scripture is as 
eh deſpiſed as proved, contains no more than 
what he aſſerts in the firſt Paſſage, that we are to 
flick to the things that are toritten,. and in anſwer- 
ing one I anſwer both. Therefore as I did anſwer 
this firſt cited Paſſage, and that Anſwer not be- 
ing thought ſatisfactory by my Opponent, I ſhall 
farther anſwer it here; I ſee no occaſion there is 
articularly to anſwer the other. The other 
aſſages have not ſo much as the Appearance of 
any thing to the purpoſe. For what Prophecies 
do we pretend to receive that agree not with the 
Scriptures? Have any of us preterided to ſet up 
new Revelations? Which of us has taught that 
our Lord's Commands are not to be attended to 
we F 2 rather 
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rather than the Sayings of the greateſt Men? Or 
which of us has ſaid that we are not to learn our 
Duty firſt or chiefly from the Scriptures? But 
does St. Ferom fay we are to learn our Duty no 
where elſe, becauſe we are chiefly to learn it there? 
When the Opponent has ſhewn how theſe things 
are to his purpoſe; how they prove that Scrip- 
ture, and not Tradition, is the Rule we are to walk 
by, it will be time enough to conſider them: 
For indeed I cannot at. preſent ſee how they 
rove any thing againſt us. What occafion then 
bad Ito ſwell the Controverſy by the particular 
Examination of them? * pol 
Now as to the Paſſage which I did examine, 
the Words are theſe, Ut que ſcripta ſunt non 
negamus, ita ea que non ſunt ſcripta renuimus. 
This, I faid, * is fo far Pho being againſt Tra- 
dition, the purpoſe for which it was quoted, if it 
was quoted to any purpoſe at all, that it is really 
an Argument. for Tradition, and ſhews that in St. 
Jerom's Opinion. Tradition is to be adhered to, 
where Scripture does not directly aſſert the contra- 
ry. Our learned Opponent ſays, upon this Occa- 
fon, Here I muſt beg leave to ſet this Matter 
in ſomewhat a clearer Light. And I readily. a- 
oree with the learned Doctor, that Helvidius had 
aten upon bim to oppoſe the perpetual Virginity of 
the bleſſed Virgin, -as if ‚be had had other Chil- 
dren after our bleſſed Saviour, and, that St. Jerom 
ſet himſelf to confute this conceit of his, by enquir- 
ing into the ſeveral Texts of Scripture under which 
Helvidius had ſought to ſhelter himſelf. But then 
1 add, that St. Jerom having thoroughly examined 
them all, and ſhewn both by the Wards themſelves, 
and by other Expreſſions in Scripture, that none of 
them- ſerved the End for which they were produc- 


5 2 Poſtſcript, p. 148. 
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1 | 
ed, he concludes very much to the Anſwerer's pur- 
poſe, ut quæ ſcripta ſunt, &c. As we do not deny 
the things that are written, ſo we rejett thoſe that are 
not written. We believe God to have been born of a 
Virgin, becauſe we read it ; we do not believe of 
to have married after her Delivery, becauſe we do 
not read it. Which is as full a Reference to Scrip- 
ture concerning the Matter in Debate, as can be 
defired, and is an expreſs Declaration, that no Tra- 
dition is to be received that is not evidently conſiſtent 
with Scripture. But how this is to the Anſwer- 
er's Purpoſe, as he pretends, I don't ſee. Has he 
any Adverſary that pretends a Tradition is to be 
received that is not confiſtent with Scripture? I 
am ſure this is a Suggeſtion he has no Ground 
for. What does not contradict the Scripture, is 
2 conſiſtent with Scripture, and we have 
none of us pleaded for any thing that contradicts 
the Scripture; he dares not openly ſay we have, 
but endeavours to perſuade his Readers that we 
have, by ſuch unfair Infinuations. Burt as, I 
thank God, he cannot juſtify this Inſinuation, 
or prove that any of us have in any manner what- 
ſoever taught that any thing is to be received 
which is contrary to Scripture (for were the 
things we plead for contrary to Scripture, they 
could not be lawful, which he allows them 
to be) this Paſſage of St. Jerom is nothing at 
all to the Opponent's Purpoſe, if it was pro- 
duced to juſtify any thing wherein we differ Bom 
him: And if it cannot ſerve that Purpoſe, it can 
ſerve no Purpoſe at all relating to the preſent Con- 
troverſy. For we have never maintain'd, that 
any Tradition is to be receiv'd that is not evident- 
ly conſiſtent with Scripture : Yet becauſe it proves 
this Propoſition, and for no other Reaſon, he ſays, 
it is very much to the Anſwerers Purpoſe. But I think 
it 1s very much to our Purpoſe ;z for if the An- 
3 ſwerer 
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member his Propoſition, he is to prove, not bare- 


as we do, examines the ſeveral Texts, and ſhews 


( 54) 


ſwerer would ſtick to his Purpoſe, that is, re- 


ly that the Scripture is the Rule for us to walk by, 
but that Tradition is uo Rule, where the Scrip- 
ture is ſilent: And that when Tradition teaches 
any thing as neceſſary to Salvation, which the 
Scripture has not taught at all, it interferes with 
Scripture, that is, is contrary to it. Now here 
St. Jerom, as we do, argues in behalf of a Tra- 
dition, which the ba gm has not taught at 
all, that is, the perpetual Virginity of the Virgin 
Mary. Helvidius, like our Opponent, argu'd 
that this was contrary to Scripture, therefore 
was -not to be admitted ; and in order hercto, 
heaps up a great many Texts of Scripture, which 
he pretends prove that Mary did not continue a 
Virgin after our Saviour was born. St. Ferom, 


they prove no ſuch thing as Helvidius produc'd 
them for. And then ſays, As we do not deny thi 
things that are written, ſo we reject the thing 
that are not written. We believe God to have been 
born of a Virgin, becauſe we read it; we do nit | 
believe Mary to have married after her Delivery, | 
becauſe we do not read it. So we ſay, As we do 
not deny the things that are written; ſo when 
you pretend to prove any thing by Scripture, à 
Helvidius did, and, like him, tell us what the 
Scripture ſays nothing of, we reject thoſe thing: 
as not being written. We believed that Chriſt pre- 
ſcribed the Scriptures of the Old Teftament to le 
a Rule for his Diſciples to walk by, becauſe we 
read it; we do not believes that he excluded tbe 
New Teſtament, or Tradition, from being a Rul 
alſo, becauſe we do not read it. But the Tradi- 
tion St. Jerom pleaded for, did not regard any 
neceſſary Point concerning either Faith or Prac- 

LiCcs 
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n 
tiee, and this our learned A much 
upon. Though, ſays he, 4 Tradition that is not 
contrary to Seripture, nor has any other ill Conſe- 
quences, may be ſafely, and in ſome Caſes piouſly 
entertain d, yet here is not the leaſt Iutimation 
that ſuch a Tradition may make any _ a neceſ- 
ſary Duty, which the Scripture ſays nothing at all 
F; which is what the Doctor would be at, though 
in flat Oppoſition to St. Jerom. But how is this 
in flat Oppoſition to St. Jerom? Does St. Jerom 
ſay, that if the Tradition he defended againft 
Helvidius had been a thing neceſſary to Salvation, 
it was not to be entertain'd, becauſe the Scri 
ture had ſaid nothing of it? Where then is t 
Oppoſition to St. Ferom, if we ſhould lay, that 
Tradition may make any thing neceſſary w 
Scripture ſays nothing at all of? I am ſure jt is 
oppoſite to what St. Jerom has faid here. 1 
Father certainly argues for a Tradition, which 
the Scripture fays nothing at all of. He ſuppoſes 
it an Error in Helvidius to oppoſe it; * he 
makes no Diſtinction concerning the Authori 
of Tradition in Matters neceſſary or not necei- 

And if our Opponent thinks fit to inſiſt 
upon St. Jerom's Tef imony in this Caſe, we 
muſt uſe his own Words, 4s we 4s not deny what 
St. Jerom has written in this Caſe, ſa we rejett 
what he bas not written. For here our 2 
Anſwerer would put upon us what St. Jerom has 
evidently not written. St. Jerom's Argument 
will certainly hold good againſt every Point main- 
| tain'd by our Opponent. That Scripture is a 
Rule preſcribed by our Lord to his Diſciples to 
walk by, we believe, becauſe it is written. That 
Tradition is excluded by our Lord from being a 
Rule for his Diſciples to walk by, we do nor 
believe, becauſe we read no ſuch Excluſion in 
N WE 2X * Scripture. 


ich the © 


(5s) 

Scripture. Neither do we believe, that if Tra- 
dition teaches any thing as of neceſſity to Salva- 
tion, which the Scripture has not taught at all, 
It interferes with Scripture, becauſe we do not 
read it. Neither do we believe that the Apoſtles 
put into Writing all that they deſign'd to he of 
perpetual and univerſal Obligation, becauſe we do 
not read that they did ſo. Whereas our learned 
Opponent, juſt ike Helvidius, endeavours to put 
upon us that which is not written in Scripture, 
as if it was there written, though in flat Oppo- 
ſition to St. Jerom, whom he appeals to on this 
Occaſion. And therefore I ſhall venture to ſay 
it again, that this Paſſage of St. Jerom is ſo far 
from being againſt Tradition, that it is really an 
Argument for Tradition; and ſhews, that in St. 
Ferom's Opinion, Tradition is to be adher'd to 
when the Scripture does not directly affert the 
contrary. And I ſhall add, that this Father docs 
no where limit Tradition to things that are not 
neceſſary, or any where intimate that Tradition 
cannot make any thing a neceſſary Duty, which the 
Scripture ſays nothing at all of; ſo that our Op- 
ponent, otherwiſe than by Miſrepreſentation, can 
never make him to peil of his fide. But I 
think it very plain that he is of ours, ſince he 
teaches that Tradition is to be adher'd to, where 
it does not contradict the Scripture, and does not 
limit it, as our learned Opponent does to things 

that are not neceſſary. | 
In the next place * our learned Opponent tells 
us, That the Anſwerer had obſerv'd from Irenæus, 
that he promiſes to diſprove the Tenents of the He- 
reticks from Scripture : That he ſays of the Goſpel, 
the Apoſtles deliver'd it in the Scriptures to be the 


No juſt Grounds, Oc. p. 20. 
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48 
Foundation and Pillar of our Faith; and complains 
of the Hereticks, that being confuted out of Scripture, 


all, they ſet themſelves to accuſe the Scripture; and in 
Wt ſhort, he blames them for depending more upon Tra-: 
les dition than they did upon the Word of God. But 
of I deſire to know where it is that Vrenæus diſtin- 
do iſhes between Tradition and the Word of God. 
ied ay not the Mord of God be deliver'd by Ta- 
Put dition? Was it not deliver'd by Tradition for 
re, above two thouſand Years, from Adam to Mo- 
bo- ſes? For Inſtance; Was the Promiſe God made 
his to Adam concerning Chriſt, that the Seed of the 
lay Woman ſhould break: the Serpent's Head, the 
far Hord of God, before ut was written by Moſes, * 
an than afterwards? This is another cun Sug- 
St. geſtion, as if-thoſe who maintain d that Tradi- 
to tion may teach things neceſſary to Salvation, in 
the ſome Matters wherein the Scripture is ſilent, had 
OCs taught that ſometh ing may be neceſſary to Salva- 
not tion which is not the Word of God. But I mult 
ion acquaint the Reader, that we do not believe 
the any thing to be neceſſary to be deliver'd or ob- 
p- ſerv'd in Miatzeri of Religion, but as we believe it 
can to be the Word of God; that is, as we believe 
1 it to have been required of God's revealed Will. 
he Only we fay, that as that revealed Will was 
ere tranſmitted 5 Tradition only for above two 
not thouſand Vears; ſo, for ought appears to the 
nNgs contrary, ſome part of it may till be tranſmitted. 
Conſequently, where we have ſufficient Evidence - 
ells that any part of God's revealed Will has been fo 
US," convey'd to us, we think our ſelves bound to re- 
Ne- geive it as God's Mord, though it be not written 
pel, m Scripture, there being nothing in the whole 
the Scripture teaching us that every part of God's 


Word is there written. Our learned Opponent, 
Scripture, 


* 


when he firſt quoted Jrenæus, kept to the Word 
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(58) 
Scripture, therefore I had no occaſion to make 
this Obſervation before; but now he has thought 
fit to c his Phraſe, and make Tradition op- 
polite to the Word of God, as if God's Word 
could not be convey'd to us by Tradition, I 
thought neceſſary to take notice of it, and ſhew 
that he had no Grounds for that Variation of his 
Phraſe. But what I anfwer'd then to theſe Ci- 
tations from /reneus was this, To what purpoſe 
theſe Paſſages are cited I know not, unleſs it be 
to. ſuggeſt, that thoſe that oppoſe him deny the 
Divine Authority of the Scriptures, Upon which he 
fays, that he cited theſe Paſſages to hew that Ire- 
næus long ago looked upon Scripture as the Rule of 
our Faith, and the proper Inſtrument for the de- 
ciding the Debates that ariſe amongſt us; and that 
our Pry is to be learned from hence, but not from 
Tradition without Scripture. Now I muſt tell 
our learned Opponent again, that we never de- 
nied Scripture to be a proper Inſtrument to de- 
cide Debates in the Rel ion; but we are not 
therefore for excluding Tradition, if that hap- 
to ſpeak plainly and clearly, even where the 
ipture is filent. Nor do I find one Word in 
any Paſſage he has cited from [reneus, wherein 
he ſays, either in expreſs Words, or by fair Con- 
ſequence, that our Duty is to be learned from 
Scripture alone, and not from Tradition without if 
Scripture, or in any Matter wherein the Scrip- 
ture is ſilent; which is what our Opponent main- | 
tains and alleges him to ſay. So far from it, 
that IT obſery'd that Ireneus fays, M hat if the i 
» Apoſtles had left us no Scripture at all, ought we 
not to have followed the Order of that Tradition, 
which they deliver d to thoſe to whom they commit- 
ted the Churches? To which our learned 9. | 
nent replies, M ho doubts this? If we had bad 
a 1⁰ 
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1 
wo Striptures tranſmitted to us, without 7 255 it 
had been our Duty to make uſe of the 1g 
that could be got without them: But the Do 
will not ſay, our having the Scriptures to conſult 
on all occaſions does not quite alter the Caſe. But 
he ſhould firſt prove, that we have the Scriptures 
to conſult upon ALL occaſions; that is, that what- 
faever the Apoſtles defign'd to be of univerſal and 
perpetual Obligation, they actually did put in Nri- 
ting in ſome part or other of the New Teftament. 
I have ſhew'd from St. Paul that this was not 
done in his Life time z becauſe, in the very laft 
Epiſtle that he wrote, he expreſly {j of 4 
Form of found Words, which he not com- 
mitted to Writing, which he charges Timothy to 
keep and commit to faithful Men, who may be 
able to teach others alſo. And I have alſo ſhew'd, 
both here and in my Diſcourſe * of the Neceſſa- 
ry Uſe of Tradition, &c. that the ancient Litur- 
gies, or the Form of adminiſtring Divine Ordi- 
Nances, was a part of that Form of ſound Hords. 
And it does not appear, that this Form of ſound 
Mords was committed to Writing by any other 
of the Apoſtles after St. Pauls Death, or that it 
was afterwards put into an of the New 
Teſtament. I ſhall obſerve firs ler, that St. Paul's 
_ Writings make a very confiderable part of the 

New Teſtament, that he is more particular than 
any other in the Account given of the Inſtitu- 
tion of the holy Euchariſt, and how it was to be 
adminiſtred; and not one Book of the New R 
Teſtament, which was written after his Death, 
ſo much as mentions that Sacrament; Yet even 
he had not put all that he had taught concern- 
ing that Matter in Writing, but deliver'd a Form 


'* Neceſſary Uſe of Tradition, ezc. p. 117. 
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. 
of ound Words, a Form of adminiftring Divine 
inances by Tradition. It is certain the whole 
Form of adminiſtring the Euchariſt, which the 
Apoſtles deſign'd to be of univerſal and per- 
petual Obligation, is not put in Writing in any 
part of the New Teſtament. And therefore 
our wy the Scriptures to conſult (I can't ſay 
on ALL Occaſions, becauſe on ſome Occaſions 
8 may be ſilent) has not ſo quite alter'd the 
e, but that it is ſtill our Duty, where they 
are ſilent, to make uſe of the beſt Light that 
can be got without them. Our Oppo- 
nent alſo ſays, that when Irenæus ſends us to Tra- 
dition, be ſpeaks of determining a Dueſtion of 


ſmall Importance, and by conſequence no neceſſary 


and eſſential Part of our Religion. But did he 
therefore ſuppoſe, that if it was of greater Im- 
portance, and neceſſary, and eſſential to Reli- 
gion, Tradition was not to be That 
was certainly very far from Jrenæus's Purpoſe. 
His Buſineſs was to refute the Hereticks, who 
denied the Fundamentals of Religion: And he 
urges T them the Tradition of the Church- 
es founded by the Apoſtles, and argues, that tho” 
it was in a Queſtion of ſmall Importance, th 

ought to be determin'd by ſuch Tradition; much 
rather in Matters of greater Importance, and which 
were a neceſſary and eſſential Part of Religion; 
the Tradition of which thoſe Churches would 
be ſure to preſerve with more than ordinary care. 
It was plainly for this Reaſon, that Irenæus men- 


al 
tions a Queſtion of ſmall Importance, not that 


he thought, as our learned Opponent-would in- 
fer, that Tradition was not to be adher'd to in 
Matters of greater concern; but that, if Tradi- 
tion * to be attended to in ſmaller Matters, 
it ſnould much rather be attended to in * 
n 


( 6 ) 
And therefore he obſerves, that thoſe: Nations, 
who had receiv'd-and preſerv'd the Chriſtian Re- 
ligion by Tradition o 7 without any Scriptures 
at all, had no Hereticks amongſt them. Thus, 
ſays he, by means of that old Tradition of the A. 
poſtles, they admit not ſo much as a Thought of thoſt 
ftrange things taught by the Hereticts So that 
it is evident, he allow'd as much to the 'Teſti- 
mony of Tradition, in Matters of the greateſt 
Importance, as in ſmaller Matters. He did not 
confine Tradition to the Determination of leſſer 
Points only, as our Anſwerer does. 
I could in the fame manner proceed to exa- 
mine his other Citations from the Fathers, and 
ew that they have all ſpoke. of our ſide the 
( ion rather than of his; but I ſhall _— 
ſent forbear for the following Reaſons. Firſt, 
becauſe, I fear I may ſwell this Anſwer too mich; 
it being already larger than I at firſt propos d. In 
the next place our learned Opponent having by 
no means proved his Propoſition from Scri 
(ſince the Texts he has produced do as much ex- 
clude the New Teſtament from being a Rule to 
us as they do Tradition) if the Fathers ſpoke 
never ſo clearly for him it would _— nothing; 
becauſe it would be contrary to his Propoſition 
to believe, that Tradition can make that neceſſa- 
5 which the Scriptures have not taught at all: 
or if his Propoſition, that Scripture and not 
Tradition; that is, Scripturè without Tradition, 
and excluſiye of it, is preſeribed by our Lord to his 
Diſciples, as the Rules they are to wal hy; if it can- 
not be proved from Scripture, as I have ſhewed it 
cannot, all the Proofs that can poſſibly be muſ- 
tered up from the Fathers can be of no ſervice 
to him, becauſe the Propoſition it ſelf excludes 
them. But the principal and chief Reaſon wh 


I tha 


(6) 


I ſhall not give my ſelf any farther trouble to | 


examine the — he has produced from the 
Fathers, is becauſe I am very willing to grant 
him that they do declare for the fufficiency of 
the Scriptures; but then it muſt be granted, that 
they do alſo preſs the neceſſity of adhering to 
Tradition, even h it be in Matters which 
the Scriptures have not taught at all: And this is 


new and unneceffary Citations from them) 

ſhew particularly in St. Baſii, cited both by my 
learned Opponent and my ſelf. He cites him 
as ſaying, that It is 4 manifeſt Falling from the 
Faith, and a great Inflance of Pride, either to ſet 
aftde. any thing: of thoſe' that are Written, or to 
introduce. any of the things that are not Written. 
With ſeveral other Paſſages to the ſame purpoſe. 
Au I have alſo cited him as faying as much alſo 
as wie can defire in behalf of Tradition. Par- 
ticularly this, Theſe Decrees and Declarations are 


ihe others as given to ns in Myſtery from the Tra- 
dition of the Apoſtles, which are both of TEE SAME 
IGATION with regard to Godlineſs. But no 
Body contradifts theſe,, who has the leaſt Experi- 
ence of Ecclefraftical Inſtitutions. For if we rejett 
the unwritten Cuſtoms, as of no great Authority, 
me ſhall imprudently do an Injury to the Goſpel it 
elf, or rather bring what is there taught to 4 
bare Name. Therefore inſtead of barely urging 
fach ſeemingly different Paſſages of the Fathers 
one againſt another, of which many might be 
up „I ſhall chooſe to decline that Me- 

thod, and only ſnew how theſe Paſſages are to 


No ſufficient Reaſon, Sc. part. 1. pag. 13. 
+ Poſtſcript, p. 162. 5 | | 9 | 


done hy the very fame Fathers, as TR up | 


commanied in written Doctrine But we receive | 


be. 
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be reconciled; that ſo the Reader may not 
run away with a Notion that the Fathers 


tradict one another, and ſeveral of 
ſelves alſo, and thence be induced to think them 
not worthy of credit in any thing they ſay, but 
may learn indeed what was their real Sentiment 
in the Point now diſputed, and thence judge 
whether ſpeaks moſt agreeably to their Opinion, 
we or our Opponent. And in conſidering thek 
two Paſſages of St. Baſil, we examine all that is 
id by the Fathers on both ſides of the Queſtionʒ 


Or we 

the Fathers, I will 3 what both he and L 
have (aid concerning what has been cited from 
St. Baſil. He ſays, * with regard to this Father's 
laying, That both written and unwritten Traditi- 
ons are of equal Obligation , that he ſhall make 
no other Reply to it but this, Either this Doc- 
trine is well conſiſtent with what this and the other 
Fathers have taught about taking Scripture. for 
our only ſure Rule, or it is not. Fit be, I 
have no need to concern my ſelf about it. F it he 
not, but ſhe us this Father to claſh both with him- 
ſelf, and with others of the ancient Writers; this 
is the worſt way in the World for recommending 
their Traditions as Infallible, and for this Reaſon. 
ſo far as it holds, it tends only to prove the con- 
trary. The ſame may be ſaid likewiſe of what is 
alleged from Epiphanius, St. Auguſtine, and St. 

No juſt Grounds, cc. p. 29, 
| | Chry- 


1 
Cliryſoſtom. Conſequently it is very indifferent 
to 5 whether de Naben are to be reconciled 
or not, whether they ſpeak agreeably to them- 
ſelves or one another. So he can overthrow 
our Opinion, he cares not what becomes of his 
own F tion; which I have ſhewed is not 
to be proved by Scripture, at leaſt that he has 
not proved it from thence; and if the Fathers 
_ ſo _ themſelves and on — that 
there is no dependence upon what t ay, their 
Declarations in Favour of his Fe erden are 
worth nothing. Nay what will become of the 
Canon of Scripture it ſelf, which he owns * has 
no other Evidence but Tradition? Therefore if 
he had no regard for his own Propoſition, but 
was willing to part with it ſo he might Pet an 
Advantage of us; yet I am ſorry to find he can 
ſo eaſily give up the Canon of Scripture, by re- 
preſenting Tradition, its only Evidence, as a 
thing that deſerves no regard: For if the Fathers 
that have handed this Tradition to us claſh with 
one another, what regard is due to their Tradi- 
tions? But ſuppoſe the Fathers may be reconcil- 
ed to one another, and it may be ſhewed that 
they do not claſh in this Matter, but ſpeak con- 
fiſtently with themſelves and one another: Then 
it ſeems he has no need to concern himſelf about 
it. This is very ſtrange: Is it neceſſary that if 
they are to be reconciled, it muſt be in Fayour of 
his Opinion? He had no occaſion to think ſo, 
if he would have vouchſafed to have conſidered 
what I have ſaid on this Matter. I deſire to 
know if the very ſame Anſwer would not ſerve 
us as well as it does him. Either St. Bals Doc- 
trine, that it is falling from the Faith, and a great 


* No juſt Grounds, p. 53. | 
| Inſtance 


('65'): 
Inſtance of Pride, either to ſet afide any thing. 
of thoſe that are written, or to introduce any of 
the things that are not written, es well conſiſtent. 
with what, this and the other Fathers have taught” 
about written and unwritten Traditions as of equal 
Force, or it is not. If it be, we have no need to 
concern bur ſelves about it. If it be not, but 
ſhews this Father to claſh both with himſelf and 
with others of the ancient Writers; this is the 
worſt way in the World to prove his Propoſi - 
tion from the Tradition of the Fathers or their 
unanimous Teſtimony. Nay, if the Fathers thus 
claſh with themſelves and one another in the 
4 concerning our Adherence 
to Scri aul Fradieion how ſhall we credit 
their — for the Canon of Scripture it 
jw Is not this Argument as full againſt him 
gainſt us? And does not he lie under an O- 
— to reconcile the Fathers to themſelves 
to one another, as much as we do, tho he 
| — to think it does not concern him?ꝰ 
Now I had ſhew'd how theſe Paſſages of St. 
Bafil, and conſequently all the ſeemingly diffe- 
rent Paſſages of the — „ relating to this 
Queſtion, are to be reconciled ; that when they 
ou of Scripture as the oniy ure Rule, they: 
poke with an Hur to Articles of Faith: When 
e 


y ſpoke off the Obedience that was due to Tra- 
dition, and declar'd it to be of the ſame Obligation 
with the Scriptures, they „ r- of the Forms of 


Adminiſtring the Euch and other Divine 
Ordinances. I was ſenſible that theſe two Paſſa · 
ges, if underſtood with regard to the ſame thing, 
muſt be contrary to each other; ſo that both 
could not be true, and if I did not let the un- 
learned Reader ſee how the Difference was to be 
r and chat when they ſpoke of the 
6 ſufficiency 


ſfficieney of Scripture, they ſpoke it only with 


6 


regard to the Articles of Faith; when they. 
ſpoke of the ſuthfjency-of Tradition, even with- 
out Scripture, they ſpoke of religious Worthi 
and the manner how it was to be perform'd, 
might run away with a Notion, that the Fathers 
were à Company of ſilly Fellows that taught 
Contradictions, that were neither agreeable to 
one another, nor yet to themſelves; t not on- 
1y; one contradicted what another had. ſaid, but 
that the ſame Fathets contradicted in one place 
What they had ſaid in another, and therefore their 
Teſtimony was not to be A Notion 
that I Was ſenſible had too much prevail'd, my 
if not obyiated and ſhew'd- to be falſe, muſt 
bring the Canon of Scripture it {elf into queſti- 
on, which, as our learned Opponent allows, de- 
pends entirely on their Evidence: And yet not- 
withſtanding ſuch ſeeming Contraricty muſt ne- 
cefſarily affect our Evidence for the Canon of 
Scripture, it is very indifferent to him whether 
it: is to be 'reconen'd or not. 80 that he may 
gain bis Point, that Tradition alone is not ſuſſici- 
ent to make any thing a neceſſary Duty, aubich the 
Seriprures have not made ſo, he cares not tho he 
gives up the only Evidence we have for the Canon 
af Scripture. But I: was cautious how I gave up 
ſon material a Point, and therefore ſhew'd- that 
theſe: ſgemingly contrary Paſſages an St. Baſil, and 
ently! in the other Fathers, were recon- 
cileab ſaid, The Articles of Faith ate cleur- 
Yet doun in Srriptere, and were taught to all, 
even bofure Baptiſm : But the Manner of Celebra- 
ting be Euchariſt, and the ſame may be faid of 
other Apoſtolical Inftitutions, ig not there, as St. 
Baſil intimates, ſo fully ſat down; | that was given 
in Myſtery, as he vb/erves; that is, in ſuch man- 
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a 5 a0 ar one at ds 
mitted to partake of it, for which we have 
other nucient Fofimonn er befide this, as might Fl 


from many Pa ny Pug the Fathers, i F le 

12 on, he fags, 9 
deliver'd' Tradition only 3 bad it been pur 
into Writing, 5 might 5655 come into the Han! 


of. the Heathen, / biber from whom they Eben 1 


proper tb have WtomcdbaPFd And this Trad? 
* 1 70 fr Lf eu Obligation with the wn 
did reconcAe the Ancients to then 


two ſeemingly contrary Pail of St. Bal, anfl 
Tthew'd, that though they © As maintain the ufc 
ky cy of Scrigfure alone, as to Articles of Faith, 
yer they alſo maintain'd; that in Matters of reli 
1 „Tradition alone might make that 
Fo 24 which the Scriptures had not 


Wale etd An Arc thus, ant no 3 we Bey 


B | ce to chemſelves, 


therefore, when n 150 is clearly 
ſhew'd how the Fathers taught nothing that wy 
really contraty to thernſclycs, or to cach other, 
in theſe foemitigly different Aﬀertions, becauſe in 
one Caſe they were to be indertioed as ſpeaking: 
of Articles of Faith, which they : acknowledg' 
were to be learn'd from the Scriptures alone, 
that Tradition was only a bg AMRAnt te 
corroborate and confirm Hat was taught ih tk 
Scriptute ; "and in the other where th, "Fai 
that Tradition made that neceſſary w he 
Scriptures had not taught at all, they ſpo 801 
regu ro religious Worſhip. © Theſe Aſſertions 
chas applied to ferent Caſes, are 3 
= iſtent with each other. And therefo 
this Doctrine be well confi ent with what this a} 
#he other Fathers have _ about taking Scrip- 
2 ture 


2 
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ture. for our only ſure Rule, yet our ent has 
need to concern bimſelf about it; for being found 
to be conſiſtent, nothing can be more oppoſite to 
his Propoſition, . that Tradition cannot mate that 
a. neceſſary Duty which the Scriptures have not 
taugbi at all; theſe ſeyeral Declarations of the 
Fathers, af conſiſtent with each other (as I have 
ſhew'd they. are) ben very contrary to it. 
What I have here ſaid, I find confirm d * by 
Mr. Thorndike, . who has ſhew'd from ſeveral In- 
ſtances, that the Fathers acknowledg'd the Suffi- 
cience and Clearneſs of the Scriptures, and that 
yet at the ſame time they repreſent thoſe things 
as neceflary Duties, which are preſcribed by Tra- 
dition only. T He proceeds to reconcile them, 
and ſays, ( Allege they what they can allege 
cc out of the Fathers, to ſhew, that they acknow- 
« ledge the Scriptures both ſufficient and 

C ſpicuous; I. ſhall not be troubled at it, but 
lp ſhall Aung concur to acknowledge the ſame. 
„ Conſider now what is alleged on the o- 
& ther fide, how reſolutely, how rally the 
£ Tradition, both of the Rule of Faith, and of 
cc Laws to the Church, is acknowledg'd even by 
ce thoſe Witneſſes, whoſe Sayings are. alleged to 
& argue the. Sufficience, Perfection, and Evi- 


* 


& dence of the Scriptures. Is it ciyil, is it rea- 


* ſongble to ſay, that the Writers of the Chri- 
& ſtian Church make it their Buſineſs to contra- 
6. dict themſelves, which no Scholar. will admit 
ct either Inſidels, Pagans, Jews, Mahometans or 


4 Her#ticks to do? Is. it not 85 fave them 


« from contradicting themſelves, y faying, that 
Tradition of Faith containeth nothing that is 
* * Epilogue, Book I. chap. xxxi. g. iSt, &. 
r a Me 
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& not in the Scriptures, but limits the Meaning of 
cc that which they contain; Tradition of Laws 
& may contain that which is not in the Scrip- 
cc tures, ' for the Species of Fact, but is derived 
from the Scriptures, - for the EP from 
« whence it proceeds? Or, is it poſſible by any 
« other Means, reaſonably to ſave them from 
& contradicting themſelves?” Afterwards * in 
his Book concerning the Laws of the Church, he 
ſhews us, that by the Tradition of Laws here men- 
tion'd, he means Traditions concerning the Eu- 
chariſt, and other divine Ordinances, - for thoſe 


are the things which he there ranks under the 


Head of the Laws of the Church. And T there 
he ſays of the Euchariſt in particular, I do 
& maintain, that the Order of Celebrating the 
“ Euchariſt, and the Prayer which it was from 
« the Beginning ſolemniz'd with, were from the 
« Beginning ne the Church by unwritten 
« Cuſtom; that is, by Tradition from the Apo- 
64 ſtles, containing, tho' not in ſo many Words, 
& that it was not lawful to uſe more or leſs, yet 
the Matter and Subſtance of the Conſecration 
cc of it, together with the Matter and Subſtance 
« of the Neceſſities of the Church for which 
ce it was offer'd, as recciv'd from the Beginning, 
& was every where known to be the ſame. 
Thus he not only reconciles theſe ſeemingly op- 
polite P of the Fathers juſt as f have 
done, but alſo ſays there is no other way of do- 
ing it. And if it be fo, our learned Opponent, 
1 conceive, ' has ſome need to concern himfelf 
about it, or elſe his plentiful Tradition will do 
his Cauſe no ſervice. 


Ey ilogue, Book III. > v 4 bid. Chap. xxiii. p. 211. 
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In the next place my learned Opponent & ob- 
5 that e des 7 what Lean related 
concerning the Opinion. 0 divers of the. Forei 
Churches in this Bobalf And — 40 leaſed 
with another Gentleman for throwing —— aſide 
at once, as if becauſe they were erroneous in ſome 
things, it were impoſſible. for tbem to be right in 
any. Now I muit co I took no notice of 


them for the ſame Reaſon that Gentleman gives 
for throwing them aſide, becauſe our learned 


Opponent, as well as ue, diſowns their Refur ma- 
tion, and rejects their matt wy But why is 


this an inſufficient Anſwer when coming 2 


one of us, and yet * to the very 


Full that he empects to bear, no more * it: 

this is the Anſwer he gives t to a 

as from St. Jerom, That how/pever e e or ds 
ere found in St. Jerom, they are only ſpoken as 
And it muſt be 4 bad Cauſe 
that wants the Doctrine of a known Heretick to 


ſupport it. May not we anſwer, becauſe the Lu- 


ciferians were efroueons in ſome things, Was it im- 
poſſible for them to be rigbt in any? L am well 
. this learned Opponent is not able to prove 


the Lwciferians to have maintained more and 


Errors than thoſe which are maintained 

the foreign reformed he has named. Therefore 

be ought-ro think the Anſwer made in one caſe 
as ſufficient as in the other.. 

But * there are two other Authorities he ob- 

des l tboughe m if obliged to take notice 


of; nn the Author of the Ken 


\ 


® No juſt Grounds, p. 


Ia to the. Ix of an Alteration. p. 154. 
No juſt * p. 20, * 1bid. p. 31. 
ſons, 


effect, when coming from himſelf, is choaght fo 1 fo 
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ow, and the other from my ſelf. I give the 


fame {Anſwer to both in my 9 , 
being not thought Satisfacto 


I ſhall ene vindicate. Words arc b c 


hen we build our Hopes upon Ay has no Foun- 
dation in the Word of God, this is not Faith but 
Preſumption. The Author of the Reaſons had 
id, of ſome Cuſtoms urged by the Anfwerer as 


mention'd in Scripture, that Theſe Cuſtoms, tho 


mention'd in Scripture, are not mentioned as Com- 
manads," or binding Rules for Practice. Thereby 
acknowledging (as the learned Anſwerer ſuppoſes) 
that nothing leſs than a' Scripture ar": * 
Binding Ruk for Prattice, can make any thin 
neceſſary Chriſtian Duty. To which my A 

was, May nut a thing have a Foundation in "he 


| Word of God, and be a Scripture Command at 


binding Rule for Practice, though neither I, nur 
any Perfon living at the diſtance we do from the 


Ae when the Scriptures were written, could have 


diſcovered it to be ſo, if we had not been led to it 
by Tradition? Here he refers me to my own 
Conſcience,” Fhether I had any. ſuch Thos, n it 
my Mind when firſt wrote theſe Words! 
which F anſwer poſe that T had. I did 9 


believe, as J do ſtill, that there are ſome 8 
in Scristand which I ſhould not have difcovere 


to be there, if T had not been led to it by Fra- 
dition. As for Inſtance, I ſhonld never have diſ- 
covered that Epiſcopacy was to be learned from 
the New Tete * is, that Biſhops, as 
perior to Prefbyters, are the only proper re 
to the Apoſtles in the whole of their Office, if I had 
not been led by Tradition to find it there: And 
if the Church had been govern'd by Preſbyters 
without Biſfiops, during the ſecond, third and 
fourth Centuries, I ſhould not have found it 
64 there 


. 


E 
F 1 Choo able to find it inthe Scriptures: And 
I ſuppoſe ſo has our lcarned Opponent alſo. For 
he pretends to be a Member of the Church of 
England, and that Church teaches, * "That t is 
evident unto, all Men diligently reading holy Scrip- 
ZFures and ancient Authors, not evident from the 
Holy Scriptures alone, but the holy Scriptures 
joined with ancient Authors; that from the A.- 
poſtles Time, there have been theſe Orders of Mi- 
. niſters in Chriſt's Church, Biſhops, Prieſts and 
Deacons. So again as to a thing's being mention- 
ed in Scripture as a Command and binding Rule 
for Practice, I ſhould not have known that the 
firſt Day of the Week, or the Lord's Day, had 
been mentioned there for that purpoſe, that is, 
. as @ Command and binding Rule for Practice, if 
I had not been led by Tradition to underſtand it 
ſo, there being not a Word in Scripture intimating 
that it is mention'd there with any ſuch Deſign. 
So that I ſee no occaſion for our Fea. Oppo- 
nent's ſaying, that he does not under ſtand my mean- 
ing. Or how he can here apply his Maxim, 
that what is not and what does not appear to be, 
are to be put in the ſame Claſs. As if I had ſpoke 
of things that did not appear to be at all. Where- 
as I ſpoke of ſuch things, which, tho? they did 
not appear to be by Scripture alone, yet by the 
Aſſiſtance of Tradition did appear to be. d J 
deſire him to ſhew me which of the Texts he 


EN 


has produced for the Obſervation of the Firſt dit 
Day of the Week, teaches it to be a Command and M 
binding Rule for Practice without the Help of th 
Tradition? Or how all of them together can ſa- | th 
_ * Preface to the Form and Manner of making, ordain- da 


ing and gonſecrating Biſhops, c. 


tisfy 


tis us that they do ſo, if Tradition did not diſ- 


dation in the 


- * 
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cayer it to us? So that he might very well have 
ſpared the cauſeleſs Reflection he makes, as if I 
red him to ſuppoſe ſome unknown remote 
poſſibility: whereas I deſire nothing to be ſup- 
ſed, but appeal to plain Fact, as I think I have 


. Rewee it to be in theſe two Inſtances. But be- 


fide this which J have here ſaid in Vindication 
of my former Anſwer, I will now give him ano- 


ther to ſatisfy him, or at leaft the impartial Rea- 


der, that what I then ſaid is reconcileable to my 
clent Doctrine and Practice. I faid, that To 
Fold our Hopes upon what has no Foundation in 
the Word of God, is not Faith but Preſumption. 
Have I taught that we may build-our Hopes up- 
on any thing that wants a Foundation there? 1 
am pretty certain I have not. How then have I 
taught any thing contrary to my former Aſſerti- 
on? But it does not follow, that becauſe I am 
not to build © Ir upon what has no Foun- 
ord of God, that therefore I am 

bound to no Duty not expreſly required in Scrip- 
ture. Our Opponent himſelf owns that the 


| Obſervation of the Lord's Day has a Foundation 
in Scripture, though I am ſure he can produce 


no Command for it. Beſides, I have ſhewed 
that the Ancients, as well as I and Mr. Thorn- 

dite, plainly diſtinguiſhed betwixt Matters of 
Faith, and Matters of Practice or Religious Wor- 
ſhip. And though they would not admit Tra- 
dition to preſcribe any thing as neceſſary in a 
Matter of Faith, they nevertheleſs maintained 
that Tradition might teach ſome things which 


| the Scripture had not taught in Matters of Prac- 


tice: Which notwithſtanding have their Foun- 
dation alſo in Scripture from the general Rules 
there given concerning them, tho ſome particu- 
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lars are left to be handed by Tradition. Ag 

the Author of the Reaſons Lye z Theſe Cuſtoms, 
though mentioned in Scripture, are not mentioned 
as Commands and binding Rules for Practice. Theſe 
Words the Anſwerer ſays, neceſſarily imply that 
nothing leſs than a Scripture Command and bind- 
ing Rule for Practice, can make any thing a 


teffary Chriſtian Duty. But I cannot fee that 


they neceſſaril y imply any ſuch thi All that 
they do-nec y im py is, that the are menti- 
on of any tanz in 851 ture is not ſufficient to 


make it a neceſſary D 7 but if it had been 
and it would be ſo, but 


mention'd as a Comm 
does by no means neceſſarily, or indeed at all, 


ly that it might not be made a neceſſary Du 


2 y Tradition, which did not here come into 
n. 
Aſter this * learned Opponent fays, that 
Phough the Ran to of Scripture, "and 775 Bein 
the Rule of Faith has been freely ectnowlnlged 
the Doctor intimates it to be his Opinion, that we 
tive at too great a diftance from the Age wherein 
the Scriptures were written, to know what Duties 
are taught by them, and muſt have recourſe there- 
fore to Tradition, to learn what they were defigned 
to teach us, and to pick up a good part of our Du- 
ty only from thence. +; if F Ghriftianity were a 
eligion intended only for the learned Part of the 


Worla, and none may hope to know even ſo much 


as what is of neceſſity to Salvation, unleſs ſuch as 
have time enough to ſpare, and are willing to ſpend 
the chief part of their Days, or perhaps the whole 
of them, in finding out what they ought to have 


made the preat Bujineſs of their Lives to prafiiſe. 


This 1 is pretty good Declamation, but very 9 
* No juſt Grounds, 9. 34. 


: | Arguing: 


(„) 
Arguing: It is matter of Fact that the Scriptures 
themſelves, as written by the divine Pen- men, are 
to be N in dead Languages only, which are un- 
derſtood by none but the learned Part of the World. 
But does God's this by his Providence 
look as if he intended 1 in theſe latter 
1 a Religion only for the learned part 
be World, Gris by his vidence he has fo 
coder it, that only they can read the Scriptures 
as they were deliverd by the divine Pen-men? 
1 5 Anſwer that can be made to this, is, 
intended, when the Languages where- 
in * Scriptures were originally written ſhould 


be no longer vulgar, they ſhould be tranſlated by 
into the vulgar Languages : Bur 
then in this Caſe the Unlearned muit 


on the Skill and Integrity of the Learned 

the Scriptures theraſelves; that is, for a faithful 
Tranſlation of them, ſince without a Tranſla- 
tion they cannot conſuk them, or learn any 
thing from them. And ſince theſe learned Men 
want Infallibility, which the holy Pen-men had; 
how" ſhall the Unlearned know: whether the 
Tranflators have not either ignorantly or inad- 


bow go 4 or even. — bers them a wrong 
ſhall they know 


__ they _ epend on their Tranſlation, and 
where they may not, even in material Points, 
and in Matters neceſſary to Salvation? Thus to 
give an Inftance of an inadvertent Paſſage in our 
own. Engliſh Bible, that very Paſſage which our 
Opponent * produces to prove the Neceſſity-of 
Infant Baptiſm. Our Tranſlation ſays, | Go ye 
therefore and TEACH all _— a them 


No Neceſlty, CC. p. 26, 27. 
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in the Name of the Father, and of the Son, and 
of the Holy Ghoſt : TEACnING them to obſerve 
ALL things | whatſoever I have commanded you. 
From this Paſſage, as it thus ſtands in our Eng- 
liſh Bible, there is a numerous Set amongſt us 
that argue: Infants to be plainly excluded from 
Baptiſm, becauſe they are uncapable of being 
taught-or inſtructed beforehand. 'They op the 
Text is poſitive, that all who are to be baptiz'd, 
muſt be taught or inſtructed before they receive 
that Sacrament as well as afterwards. That the 
ſame Word Teach is twice ſet down, once before 
the Command to baptize, and once after it, to 
ſhew that it is as neceſſary before as after; and 
therefore thoſe that are uncapable of being taught, 
are thereby made re of being baptized. 
And certainly the Argument had been good, if 
our Saviour had really uſed the Word Teach be- 
fore baptizing as well as afterwards, as our Tran- 
ſlation intimates that he did. That very Word 
muſt have excluded thoſe from Baptiſm, who 
were uncapable of being taught; conſequently 
Infants could not be admitted to it by virtue of 
this Command. The Words all Nations would 
have been limited by the Word Teach, to. thoſe 
only who did actually, receive Inſtruction, and 
muſt have excluded not only thoſe who had re- 
fuſed Inſtruction, but thoſe alſo who were unca- 
pable of receiving it. But if we go to the Ori- 
War we ſhall find that our Saviour uſed not the 
Word Teach before Baptizing, but only after- 
wards. - That his Command is, Di/ciple all Na- 

tions, baptizing them: And then comes Teaching 
them, &c. Now to diſciple, or to make any one 
a Diſciple, is not to teach him, but to receive 
him into your School or Family, - in order to his 
being taught there; conſequently our Saviour has 
Ss not 
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not here commanded us to teach all before we 
baptize them, but to diſciple or take them into 


his School or Family by baptizing them, that 
there they may be faugbt to obſerve all things 
whatſoever he had commanded, as they become 
capable of obſerving them, which makes a wide 
difference in this Caſe, For though Infants can- 
not be taught or inſtructed in their In- 
fancy, being not capable to receive Inſtructio 

yet they are capable of being made Diſciples, 

being admitted into the School or Family, in or- 
der to their being taught ; but how the un- 
learned Part of thi * ſee this? What muſt 
an unlearned Man do in this Caſe? If there be 
an Error in the Tranſlation he can't diſcover it; 
and if the Original only is to be depended on, 
and not the Tranſlation, and that Original is to 
be underſtood only by the learned Part of the 
World, it looks as if Chriſtianity was a Religion 
only intended for the Learned : And ſuch Re- 
fections upon our Tranſlation of the Scripture, as 
not giving the true Senſe of the Original, cannot 
ſerve to any other purpoſe than to unſettle Peoples 
Minds, and fill their Heads with Doubts and 
Perplexities, leſt they ſhould never be able to un- 
derſtand what the plain Words of Scripture mean. 
This is our learned Opponent's Argument againſt 
Tradition's teaching any thing as neceſſary to 
Salvation, which is not taught by the Scriptures: 
And we ſee it is full againſt the Scriptures them- 
ſelves, and therefore cannot be admitted as an Ar- 
gument of Waght by any good Chriſtian. It 
may amuſe a little at farſt hearing, but when con- 
ſider d is evidently of no force. ; 


9 No juſt Grounds, c. p. 32. 
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God, who certainly forcſaw n would 
happen, that the Languages wherein th 
tures _ Written would — un- 
intelli — 4 fulgar, and that there would 
be a to have them tranflated into 
known 3 „as there ſhould be 
and that theſe'Tranflations would not always be 
exact and' free from Miſtakes, did therefore ap- 
Point an Order of Men, one part of whoſe Bu- 
Nneſs it ſhould be to teach and inſtruct the Peo- 
in the Duties which were required of them. 
'or he ordain'd, * that he \Prieff's Lips ſhould 
Reep Knowledge, amd that they ſhould —4 wy 
Lam at his Mouth. For be is'the Melfeng 
be Lord of Huf. 80 that though Ci 
be a Reli ane for che Unlearned 51 
chan the Learned, . 5 Has ſo order'd it, 
Thar it in; even in 1 to Selvition 
do be taught by the . without fuch 
TeachingyI-ſce not how the Unlearned Thor 
anderſtand it- The Eunuch read the 
tures, but could not underſtand them without 2 
Guide: God has therefore appointed Guides to 
inftru& rhe Ignorant, and to teach thoſe that 
re Unlearned, Which it had been ncodlefs to have 
done, if Ohriſti had been a Religion inten- 
Aod to have bern fu y underſtood, even in things 
 meceſſary to Salvation, by all that could read or 
hear the Scriptures in their own Language. 
Therefore it is no Objection Againſt Tradition to 
Ay, that if We make that neceffary, we make 
Chriſtianity a Religion ottly' for che Learned, 
for the fine Objection lics" againſt the Scrip- 
tures themſelves: The ſame Probiſion God has 
made for the Unlearned in one Caſe, is ſufficient 


* Mal. ii. 7. | + Ad, viii, zr. 


boo in 
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in the other alſo; They muſt receive Inſtruction 
God's Prieſts, and ſcek the Law at their 
ach; ny if we: that: e did but 
charge our — is Point, there 
would Be no occaſion for any * % ſpenũ the chief 
gart of their Days, or it may be the whole of tbem 

in i finding ot what they ought to have made the 
ry ortind their —— to praftiſe A our 
Op ear biel, that che Tra- 
muſt bring to us. None but che 


Priefts or would be obliged to ria came vin 
time in — and ex 


ſtolical Traditions, and what are not chr Ne 
need they to ſpend the chief much leſs che 
of their Days, in this . Would they 
but ſhows as much time to qualify themſelves for 
the Pneſthood, as 18 commonly > 0 in qua- 
lifying a Man for any other on, or even a 
common Trade; they would cafily judge what 
— have Antiquity, Univerſality and Con- 
ſupport them, and what have them not. 
For all uch Traditions will certainly be found 
older than the Council of Nice 3 _ — the 
Chriſtian Writers have left us, 1 

that time, may be tly — lly exa- 


mined in leſs than ſeven Vears: And for the Un- 


learned, they muſt receive the Traditions of the 
Church, as — do the Tranſlations of the _ 
ture, from the Learned. 
But is not this like the Church of Roms, 29 
kad the People blindfold, and not give 
leave to judge for themſelves, but they — 
bro, 7 in their Religious Concerns upon the 
ord of a Prieſt? I anſwer, that the People have 


no more dependance upon their Prieſts, in the 
No juſt Grounds, &c. p. 34. 


matter 


r 


1 
j 
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matter of Tradition, than the nature of the thing 
it ſelf obliges them to, with regard to the Scri 
' tures. It is certain they muſt depend upon the 
Fidelity of the Prieſts, or at leaſt upon them and 
ſuch of the Laity as are learned in the Original 


Languages of the Scriptures, to know whether 
the Scriptures are rightly and faithfully tranſlated. 


or not: And they:need no other d ce 8 
on any to be taught the Traditions of the Church. 


God himſelf has er his Prieſts to be the 
Guides of his People, and has threatned them ſe- 


verely if they lead them amiſs; and therefore it 
is the Duty of the Prieſts, and ought to be their 
2 Care and Concern to diſcharge this Duty 

ichfully; and if they do it not, they make them 
ſelves partakers of other Men's Sins, and muſt ex- 
pect to be ſeverely puniſh'd for it. Tis true, 
this has not prevented Prieſts from miſguiding 
People committed to their Charge. And God 
himſelf complains of it, faying, * 7; are departed 
out of the Way, i ye have cauſed many to | ſtumble 
at the Law, ye have corrupted the Covenant of 


Levi, ſaith the God of Hoſts. Therefore have 1 
alſo made you contemptible and baſe before all the 


People, according as je have not kept my Ways, 
but have been partial in the Law. - Therefore 
when we find that we Prieſts, and even our 
Prieſthood. it ſelf, is grown contemptible, we 
have ſome Reaſon to enquire if we have not of- 
fended God in this manner: Whether we have 
guided the People in thoſe Ways of Salvation 
which the Apoſtles and primitive Fathers did, 
who were therefore honourable among the Peo- 
ple, and will be ſo to all Generations. But {till 


the Queſtion recurs, what mult. the People do if 


2 Mal. ii. 8, 9, 114. 
19275101 | | their 


jeir 


ed; the Nature of things 1 
ry, whether Scripture alone contain all things 


% 


( 
their Guides miſlead them? Or how ſhall they 
know whether they are miſled or not? I anſwer, 
This Queſtion affects the Scriptures as much as 
it does Tradition. They may know whether a 
Tradition have Antiquity, Univer ſality,and Conſent, 
by the ſame Means that they may lcarn whether 
the Scriptures are rightly tranſlated into their 
vulgar Tongue; that-is, by enquiring of "thoſe 
who are capable of giving them Information in 
that Matter: But what if their Guides miſagree? 
L anſwer again, this affects the Scripture as well as 
Tradition. The Learned have miſagreed both 
in their Tranſlations and Int tions of Scrip- 
ture, as much as they have done in the Matter 
of Traditions, which are Apoſtolical and which 
are not ſo. And to confine the Knowledge of 
our Duty to Scripture only, makes not the Chri- 
ſtian Religion more caſy to the Unlearned, than 


ar may be though we join Tradition with it. 
The ſhort of the Matter is this, 


the Unlearn- 
ed muſt be taught their Religion by the Learn- 
has made this neceſſa- 


to Salvation, as well in Matters of re- 
ligious W orſhip as in Matters of Faith, or whe- 
ther Tradition is to be joined with it. They 
muſt learn from their Guides what is the right 
Tranſlation of the Scripture; they muſt learn 
from them what are Apoſtolical Traditions, 
which have the Conſent of all Times and Pla- 
ces; that is, what the whole Catholick Church, 
for many hundred Years after the Apoſtles, has 
taught us to be neceſſary : And they need not 
blindly follow their Guides 'any more in one 
Caſe than in the. other. Ir is indeed the Duty 
of the Prieſts to be their Guides, and to direct 
them in the Way of Salvation: And when a 

© = * .- Qneben 
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Queſtion ariſcs, 33 in the preſent C 5 of 
any other, it is proper for the Prieſts to give the 
Peop their Reaſons why they would guide __w 
or that manner, and each Man muſt ju 
for himſelf which it 2 for him to him to low 
according to the beſt of bf his Und 


his reach, ſo that he cannot form a Judgment for 


himſelf, or at leaſt dares not depend on his own 


Judgment in the Matter, let him apply to ſome 
other Pricit, whom he has reaſon to believe is 


impartial, that will fairly anſwer his Doubts ; 
but let him firſt ask, whether he has ſtudied the 
Gontroverſy? whether he knows what each fide 


has to ſay? whether it be not a Matter he has 
never thought of or examin'd ? For if he be a 
tothe Controverſy, his Judgment is of no 


t. The Blind wi "then lead the Blind, 


and we know the Conſequence. If he ſays that. 


he has examin'd the Matter, and has formed his 


Judgment accordingly, a then give his 
Reaſons for that Ju if the Inquirer 
thinks them ſatisfacto ng muſt act — 


ly *till he ſees better on for the con 
let both the Guide and the A too 
ſatisfied, that they are biaſſed by no ſecular Views 


whatfoever in the fan = thee Judgment, — ome 


they-ſcek only Truth, are ready to emb 
it at all Hazards. 

But, as: I have obſerved before, it may be diffi- 
cult after a Controverſy is ſtarted, to find a Per- 
ſon that is perfectly impartial in the Matter. And 
therefbre the ſafeſt Direction for the Unlearned, 


and thoſe that dare not depend on their own 
Judgtnent in ſuch a Caſe, is to take the Judg- 
ment of thoſe learned Men who have written be- 
POR the Matrer was SG brought into Controver- / 


11 21 770 44 ly, 


If 
he finds the Arguments IX ſides — 
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ſy, if iy ſuch are to be found. Or if they have 
written ſince the Controverſy, have yet plainly 
written without any View or __—_— to it, and 
ſeem to have had no Concern about it. And 
a ee I have ſhewed we have in the preſent 


Logon a hats 
Thus as to our learned Opponent's firſt Prop 
tion, That Scripture and not Tradition, is preſcrib- 
ed by our Lord to bis Diſciples as the Rule they 
are to walk by : And that it is fo preſcnbed, as 
that if any thing be taught as of neceſſity to Salua- 
tion, which that has not taught at all, it interferes 
with it; the Conſequence of which is, that the 
Doctrine and Practice of the Primitive Catholick 
Church lays no Obligation of Obedience upon 
us, and without ſome Scripture Rule we 
are not bound by any Authority of the earlieſt 
Ages of the Church, which are contrary to the 
Directions or Orders of the particular Church 
wherein we live: The learned Dr. Hamm 
(a Perſon we have Reaſon to believe well quali- 
1 to give his Opinion in this Matter, and who 
id not give it before he had thoroughly conſi- 
dered and ſtudied the Point, fince he gave it not 
till he publiſhed a ſecond or third Edition of his 
Book) aſſerts, * That if the particular Church 
herein ¶ was Baptized, ſhall by Authority of 
Law ſet up that, which if it be not contrary to 
plain words of Scripture, is yet contrary to the 
Doctrine or Practice of the uni ver ſal Church of the 
firft and pureſt Times, Meekneſs requires my Obe- 
dience and Submiſſion to the Catholick Apoſtolick 
"Church, and not to the Particular wherein I live. 
And if for my doing ſo I ſhall undergo Perſecution 


„practical Cat, Lib, 2. Sec. 1. firſt Vol. of Works, 
p. 31. Anden , : had FEE ; 
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of the Rulers of that particular Church \Meekneſs 
then requires me patiently to endure it, but in no 
Caſe to ſubſcribe to, or aft any thing contrary to 
this Catholict Doctrine. Here then is one whom 
J think our learned Opponent himſelf muſt own 
to be an impartial Judge as to this Propoſition, 
and one that had duly conſider d, and was well 
quality'd to determine it. And therefore an un- 
learned Perſon, who cannot examine the Matter 
himſelf, may iy Gafcly rely upon his Judgment in 
this Point. He will ſay perhaps that this learn- 
ed Perſon nevertheleſs fied and died in ke full 
Communion of the Church of England, and 

for none of the now controverted Points 
as we do. But I anſwer, that it does not appear 
that he ever examined them, and made it a Mat- 
ter of Enquiry, Whether the Church of Eng- 
land, and the Catholick Primitive Church, were 
ble to each other in theſe Matters or not. 
e was engaged in Controverſies of another 
kind, and excellently defended the Church of 
England againſt Papiſis and Paritans; and tho 


in his great Reading it cannot be doubted but 


that he met with ſomething relating to all theſe 
Points, yet it does not appear that he ever exa- 
mw their Anti e and Univerſality. Therefore 
this occaſion it is proper for an unlearn- 
— Perſon, who dares not depend on his own Judg- 
ment, to ſeek out for one whom he may depend 
upon as an impartial Judge, to ſatisfy him whe- 
.ther the Points now controverted have that An- 
tiquity, Univerſality, and Conſent which we ſay 
they ve, and which our learned Opponent de- 
nies. Which brings me to 
His ſecond Propoſition, where he maintains, 
that The Tradition: pleaded for the four contro- 
verted Points, is not „ full and unqueſtionable as 
A 2 © 23 it 
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is repreſented to he. That is, that they do not 
appear to have been the Doctrine or Praftice of 
the univerſal Church in the beſt and pureſt times. 
Here the Unlearned have alfo another (whom I 
ſuppoſe our learned Opponent being a Nongjuror, 
will alſo own to be an) impartial Judge, on 
whoſe Opinion he may * „and that is Bi- 
ſhop. Hictes. For he ſays expreſy, * In what- 
ſorver all the ancient Liturgies agree among them- 
ſelves, and every one of them with the Account wwe 
have in Juſtin; Martyr's, and in the xii, xiii, and 
xiv. Chapters of the Apoſtolick Conſtitutions {which 
anſwer ſo exactiy to the; Celebration of it, as de- 
ſerib'd by Juſtin) that muſt needs be Primitive au 
Apoſtolical, and the conſenting Suffrage, i. 8, 
the conſeytient Doctrine and;Prattice of the ancie 

Catholick Church. Of this, ſort, amongy other 
things not controverted, he particularly menti⸗ 
ons the nesua, or Mixture of Water with the Sur 
cramental Wine, which with the Bread they off 
fered up, to God the Father; The Expreſſions af 
theſe Gifts here ſet before thee, theſe Gifts of which 
thou ſtanueſt not in need in the Prayer , Oblarx 
tion, and the Prayer in the Conſecration unto God 
the Father- t6; ſend down his holy Spirit upon, the 
Sacrifice to. male the Bread the (myſtical) Bod 
and the Cup the (myſtical) Blood of Chriſt. This 
Prayer is expreſly' in all the Greek Liturgies; and 
virtually in the Latin, where they pray to God #0 
ſanctiſy the Gifts. Here are three of the Paints 
contended. for plainly declared by this learned Bi- 
ſhop to have had the conſentient Teſtimony of 
the univerſal Church in the beſt and pureſt times. 
And he might have ſaid the ſame as to Rrayers 
for the Dead, which is the fourth, upon the ve- 


® Chriſtian Prieſthood, p. 140 141, 34 Edit. bi i 
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iy fame Grounds, as cen the Unledmed'may' be 
convinced of by reading the ancient Liturgies 


lately publiſh'd' in 6ur'own Langu Language, with my 
Diſcourſe upon them. However, though he has 
faid- nothing on that Head here, be on Joge 
in his Controverſial Letters with a Popiſb Prieſt, 
where it might have ſeemed proper'to have de- 
nied the Antiquity and Univerſality of the Prac- 

tice, if he could e done it fairly; but as he 
could not, he frankly owns it. The Popiſh 
Prieſt * had objected to him, that i the ancient 
Gatholick Church, People in all Nations, not in 
Africa alone, as is now pretended, pray for the 
Dead. '+ To which he directly anſwers, Tes 
Bir, they prayed for -the Dead. And then ex- 


ſt as we have done, and ſhews it to be v 
different - from thoſe Prayers which the Church 
= has appointed r to be 
| re our 

2 op fay, fat norwithſtahdin So 
Hickes os of t ue Opinion, he till ved and 
died in the Communion of the Church of Eng- 
lang. Very true, and for that very Reaſon 1 
quote him as one whoſe Judgment muſt be al- 
low'd to be impartialz and for his Learning, 
4 and Knowledge in theſe Matters, that 1s 

© 
better. Whatever his Practice was, this is cer- 
tain, he has determined very fully againſt our 
Jearned Opponent's ſecond Propofition, That the 
Traitition pleaded for the four controverted Points, 


is not ſo full and unquetionable as it is 2 Ger 
ok 10 be; And his lving and dying i in the 


» 2 Colle. of Controverl Letters, D 22 
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the manner of their praying for the Dead 


beyond diſpute, no Man had ſtudied. them 
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munion of the Church of England, ſhews 
his Judgment was 1 given. Had 
— otherwiſe, the Unlearned might have kad 


1 can gem dg + only intreat I to uch t 


and acquaint themſelves with the truly F 
and Apoſtolick Traditions, by dili 1 


Church of the beſt 
'ſhewed the Church of England requires her Pricfts 
to do, the Unlearned will find no more diffic 

A to underſtand the Chriſtian Religion fo taugh 

r 
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me Grounds to fear or queſtion his 3 
| N! bare I ſhewed be Unlearned, who” 


| — 


be unable or fearful to —_ on his own Fu 
ment, where he may find 


of excellent L. 
ing, whoſe Underſtanding in the Matters they 


determin' d 1 - _ =y be queſtion'd, and whoſe 


— W indiſputable; Be and for the Learned 
e of judging for them TI 


Point, impartially to examine rhe A es n 


both Sides, ſearch the Scriptures and the Fath 
and from thence form a right Judgment. A 4 


all Prieſts would faithfully diſcharge their Dey, 


the ancierit Fathers together With the 
tures, and accordingly inſtru& the _ 
mitted to their Char — in the Knowleds ge of all 


that was believed raiſed by the univ 
4 Kl Felt Age, r 


an if no recourſe was to be had to Tradi jon, 
and they were to be taught from the Scriptute 


thought it expedient to be thus atticulat in 
anſwering what he ſays concerning Chriſtianity, 
as if it muſt be a Religion intended only for the 
Learned part of the World, if recourſe is to be had 


only. 


to Tradition to underſtand i; 3 becauſe though it 


, ae Uſe of Tradition, exc. p. 2. 
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2 really as weak as any of n c 

ht againſt us, yet nevert not fu 
oo RR be falſe, it may ſwa ; 
more toy 20g any y thing he. has ſaid 5 or al 
the World is ſenſible that Chriſtianity war de- 
d to be the Religion of all Mankind, of the 
Unlearned no leſs than the Learned: And there- 
1 if a Neceſſity of having recourſe to Tradition 
would make it more difficult to be learned by 
the in Sy t would be an inſupportable Ob- 
We indeed there is no more diffi- 
Elly in one caſe a in the other, if the Church 
. careful, as it ought to have been, 
to 18 15 eſerv 94 the Ap oſtolical Traditions, and 
the Prictts had been £74 ent in learning thoſe 
Traditions, and Ae Te the People according 
to 1 So. that if NH the. Negligence 
"of the Church and of the Prieſts, -it has been 
difficult to diſcover the true Apoſtolical Traditi- 
ons; this has hap] n'd only. through the Fault 
of Men, and not thro" the NE of: the thing. 
The Valgar lay under the ſame difficulty as to 
the Scriptures, when 1 for N A * 


lock d up in a ſtrange e: if t 
Prieſts had had been, or yet wou 4 be a, di dili gent to 
inform themſelves 200 their People, in the true 
Catholick Traditions of the primitive Church, 
as they baye been to, render the Scriptures into 
y pan Engl „ they would, both Learned and 
b better underſtand both the Scriptures 
and che Chriſtian Religion than, I fear, we now 
generally 1 

| p 8 fays our learned Opponent, * the Door 
| proceeds to the Teſtimony af the Talmud, for. which 
be argues in this manner If the Scriptures were 
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as much as to ſay, adds 75 If we. muſt learn be 


from Tradition, and the Jewiſh Talmud; 284 
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71 in a Language. that is now ſpoken in na 
the World, — — muſ} a that. PRA 

ka the Traditions of thoſe that have lived inc 
and even from the Jewiſh Talmud, as contempti- 
bly as be is pleaſed to ſpeak of it, then 1 do. not ſe 
how we can, know the moſt natural genuine Senſe 
72255 Saviour s Words, without the Help of th + 

raditions, or even the Jewiſh Talmud. I. 
he turns off, as if it was proying idem per idem 


Senſe of the $a . * Tradition and the 
154 5 Talmud, then de muſt learn it from 3 
raditions, and even rom the ew,” almud. 
will therefore put what I faid into a categorical 
0 kg, and . Jap let the Reader judge if the 


erms are the ſam 
0 age 


That Book which is written in a L 
and which Language can now be learned only 


that is now ſpoken in no part of the 


Book cannot be underſtood without the Help of 

Tradition, or even of the Jewiſh Talmud. 
„The Scriptures are a Book * in a Lan- 
95254 that is now ſpoken in no art of the 
orld, and the Language of the Scriptures is 
72875 be learned only from Tradition and the Jewiſß 
a mud a vr 
Therefore the Scri tures are not to be under- 
ſtood without the Help, of Tradition, or even 

of, the Jewiſh Talmud. 

Now I conceiyc that a Books and the foo: 
age wherein a Book is written, are diſtinct and 
Huge Terms; otherwiſe all. Books, that are 
written in the ſame Language, would be the 
fame Book. My Argument plainly runs. thus: 
No Book is to be underſtood without under- 
ſtanding the Language wherein it is Written, 
therefore 


( 99) 
therefore whatever Helps are neceſſary to under- 
ſtand that L. W Abe Helps to under- 
ſtand that Boo Frdition and the Jewiſb Talmud 
are neceſſary Helps to underſtand the L e 
of the Scriptutes ; N Tradition ud of 
. Talead are neceſſary Helps to underſtand 
. the Scrip A B. now Ne it to the Rea- 

er to judge if t ro idem per idem, as 
Ke reprſets it to þe l thing 
Then * he endeayours to vindicate himſelf 
from miſtepreſenting a Quotation from Biſhop 
Alton, concerning the Talmud. I charge him 
n that the Biſhop repreſented the 
almud as deſerving no Rites”, at all. He does 


not deny the Charge, but only ſays, He can't 


imagine how what Biſhop Walton fays, even as [ 
79555 cited him, is to my Parpoſe : . That he only 

it is not altogether to be rejelted, which may 
Wy well be, if 2 the loweſt Degree of Regard 
may be had to it. But I conceive 7 loweſs De- 


pree of Regard is ſomething more than no Regard. 
And the loweſt Degree of Regard is ſufficient 


for our Purpoſe. We deſire to make no other 
Ofc of it, than to * from thence the mean- 


ing of a, Scripture Word or Phraſe, f as we 
would learn it from a Lexicon ;- and can a lower 
Regard be paid to a Book of that ſort? ' So that 
it is as much to my Purpoſe as I defire, if but 
the loweſt Degree of Regard may be paid to it. 
A little after he endeavours to vindicate him- 
ſelf from miſtaking, in a Citation he had made 
from Dr. Prideaux, and fays, Pray, good Sir, 
wherein lies this dreadf, ul Miſtake 1 u tell us 


Dr. Prideaux, /peaki ng of f the Jeruſalem Talmud, 


ſays, This and the Mi 


"oe juſt Grounds, p. 38. I Poſtſcript, p. 168. 
. 5 N f the 


* the ancienteſt Books 
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the Jews have, and both written in the Langaage 


— Srile 06 of the Jews of Judea, - Countr 
Dr. Light bath made very good uſe of t 
iu — 950 ſeveral Places of che 7 New Teflament. 
And bus 1h the —— ſaid any thing againſt this? 
If uot, as moſt certainly he has not, what is be 
ro be blamed for? And pray, good Sir, where 
do I fay the Miſtake lies in your yin =y thing 
againſt this Paſſage of Dr. Prideaus? Rede 
you with one thing, and you amuſe the R 

with putting a Queſtion to me concerning ano- 
ther. There is a Paſſage in Dr. Prideaus con 
demning the Babyloniſh Talmud, and com 

it to the Alroran, as written almoſt with th 

fame Impoſture : This Paſſage you cite as if it 
was ſpoken of the Jeruſalem Talmud, whereof 
the Doctor ſpeaks ot Men mo and thei 
give the Reader oceaſion to think that Dr. Pr 
deaux meant that of one Book which he really 
ſaid of another. 

However, having paſs'd over the Miſtake he 
was accuſed: of, by Soing to wonder where it 
lies, and why I ſhould lay ſuch 4 thing to his 
Charge: He can gueſs at no other Reaſon wh 
I charge him with miſtaking Dr. Prideaux, b 
that, 7 ſuppoſe, wy eB Hiſtinction bet wirr 
the Vine and the Tree to be taten either from the 
Miſna or the Jeruſalem Talmud, and therefore 
tax the Anſwerer with not paying a due Regard 
to theſe, fence he takes upon him to' queſtion this 
Diſtintion. But this is running upon a Point 1 
have not meddled with; and he calls that my 
beloved 'Diftinfion, which though it may be ſuf- 
ficiently made good, I have ſaid nothing at all 
of; neither have I charged his Miſtake upon his 


not paying a due Regard to the Talmud, but up- 


on his citing a Paſſage of Dr. Prideaus, as ſpo- 
| en 
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ken of the Jeruſalem Talmud, which was ſpoken 
of the Babyloman.. What I cite, as taken from 
the Miſna,. is only this, that it — ug that 
the Paſchal Cup was a mixed Cup. And ſo much 
it certainly does teach, according to his own 
Account, which Dr. Wotton has given him, 
Men, lays he, 4 not bleſs the Wine till Water 
ured mio it, ſays R. Eliezer; but the wiſe 
7 ſay, they do bleſs the ine before it is mix- 
ed with Water, So that. both R. Eliezer and the 
0 iſe Men are agreed that the Paſchal Cup was 
mixed. And the ſame learned Doctor, as our 
O nent farther tells us, obſerves, that Maimo- 
— ſays R. Eliezer would not have the Wine 
bleſſed till it was mixed, becauſe it was not fit to 
.drunk before; which, adds he, ſhews that that 
Mixture was only for prudential Reaſons. Hows: 
ever, this ſhews that it was neceſſary the Paſchal 
Cup ſhould be mix'd before it was — whe- 
ther upon a prudential Account, or a religi 
Account, it matters not. I have not appealed 
to the Talmud to prove any thing more, than that 
the Paſchal Cup was certainly mix'd at the time 
our, Saviour call'd it the Fruit of tbe Vine, be- 
cauſe . he call'd it * Name when he de- 
liver d it to his Diſcip And if it was not fit 
to be drank till it was mix d, it was certainly 
mix d when our Saviour uſed that Expreſſion, 
becauſe then he gave it to be drank. 1 is cer 
tain therefore from the Talmud, compar'd with 
the New Teſtament, that the Cup our Saviour 
call'd the Fruit of the Vine was mix d. We none 
of us pretend to lay, that he a" alone w_ 


I poſtſeript, p. 167. 


Dos juſt Grounds, between 7 39 — 40. 
1 Licks xxii. 18. 


prove 
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fove the Neceſſity of the Mixture, We defire no 
uch Regard to be paid to it. All Thave attempt- 
ed to prove from thence is, that the Cup was 
mix'd which our Lord call'd the Fruit ef the 
Fine The Neceſſity of ſuch a Mixture is prov'd 
from our Lord's Command, deliver'd down to 
us in the Scriptures, and interpreted by the Tra- 
dition of the Church. mr IPO 

But then, ſays our learned Opponent, what if 
neither Miina nor ( neither Jeruſalem nor 
Babyloniſh Talmud, be concern'd in this Contro- 
werſy? What then becomes of all the Noiſe we 
have had about the Jewith Idiom and Phraſeology ? 
Yet ſo it is. The Goſpels, from which alone with 
St. Paul, we receive our Account of the Inſtitution 
of the Euchariſt, are all tranſmitted to us in 
Greek: But I obſerv'd, + and if I had not done 
fo, this learned Gentleman knows it well enough, 
that though the New Teſtament be not written 
in Hebrew or Hebræo-Lyriact, the Language of 
the Jews in our Saviour's Time, yet the Idiom 
and Phraſeology is, as all Expoſitors find and ac- 
knowledge, and even as an Engliſh Reader may 
be ſatisfied it is ſo from Dr. Hammond's Notes 


on the New Teſtament, where he will find that 
learned Commentator explains but few Texts 


without being forced to have recourſe to the 


Jewiſh Phraſeology. And Dr. Prideaux, as I 


there alſo ſhew, owns the Talmud to be of great 
Uſe in this Caſe: To ſay then that the New Teſ- 
tament is tranſmitted to us in Greek, and thence 
to inſinuate that neither Jeruſalem nor Babyla- 
niſh Talmud are concerned in. the Controverſy, is 


a mere Artifice to impoſe upon a vulgar R 
and _— an Author, who ought to be 


concern'd only tor the Truth. 
} Poſtſcript, p. 166, 
IG! He 
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. {He proceeds and fays, * Our learned Doctor 
indeed urges frum 5 „ that theſe 
Hords | yimue m durins] ſignify the Cup in the 

Paſſover peculiarly. But then be is not pleaſed to 

rell us, as be ought to have done, that this is not 

#he natural Signification of them ; nor that Dr. 

Hammond offer d this only as what be thought 4 

very probable Conjecture Nor again, that ſuppo- 

fing that Cup to be mix'd at the Time when the 

Bleſſing was pronounced, which can never be prov- 

ed, yet our Saviour does not appear to have inſti- 

tuted any more of it in his Euchariſt, than what 

He particularly mentions, I mean the Fruit of the 

Vine; which St. Chryſoſtom rightly aſſures us, as 

bas bern nated before, and which every one 

was not Water but Nine. Now Dr. Hammond 
does not ſay this only as a very probable Con- 

jecture, but ſets it down as the only Interpreta- 

tion that can ſolve the Difficulties that occur in 
this Text. Nor did I le under any Obligation 
to prove the Points he mentions 3 it was, as 1 
oblery'd, ſufficient for me to ſhew, that the Cup 
our Saviour gave to his Diſciples was a mix'd 
Cup, as our Opponent mult allow it to 
have been, ſince he owns the Wine was not fit 
40 be drank without a Mixture. 

His repeated Requeſt, that J will fhew any 
vne thing the Apoſtles deſigned to be of perpetual 
und univerſal Obligation, and did not put in Wri- 
ting in ſome Part or other of the New Teſtament, 
has been already anfwer'd in this Diſcourſe. And 
therefore I proceed to his next Argument. 

I The Anſwerer, ſays he, had pleaded, that 
#voben our Saviour makes not the leaſt mention of 
any thing more in his Eucbariſtical Cup than the 


* No juſt Grounds, p. 40. 4 Bid. p. 41. 
Fruit 
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Fruit of the V ine; and yet human Tradition is ap- 
pealed to for making @ Mixture of Water, of whith 
our Saviour ſays not a Tittle, as though it wert 
as neceſſarily incumbent on all Chriſtians, as the 
Wine it ſelf, of which there is expreſs mention t 
Here is a manifeſt Oppoſition between Scripture 
and Tradition, unleſs it can be allowed that Nu. 
ter and no Water, or @a Mixture and no Mixture, 
are one and the ſame thing. To this, as he ob- 
ſerves, I excepted and ſaid, I can /ee no ſuch Op- 
poſition, unleſs our Saviour had uſed ſuch Words 
as muſt neceſſarily exclude Water. And indeed I 
mult ſay the ſame again, notwithſtanding he is 
pleaſed to turn it off with ſomething that ma 
make it appear ridiculous, ſaying, So that accord- 
ing to my way of arguing our Saviour's inſtituting 
Bread only in this Sacrament, will not exclude the 
uſe of Butter too, unleſs he had expreſly forbidden 
it. For I did conſider what he ſays, * That 4 
thing might be left indifferent, as well as either 
commanded or forbidden: And therefore if the- 
Scriptures have left it indifferent, that is, bave 
neither commanded nor forbidden it, Tradition. 
may then make or ſhew it to be neceſſary with- 
out any Oppoſition to Scripture z unleſs it could 
be proved, as I truſt I have ſhewed it cannot, 
that nothing can be neceſſary, or of per 
and univerſal Obligation, which the Scripture 
has not taught to be ſo. And therefore my An- 
{wer to that Requeſt of his, To ſhew any one thing 
the Apoſiles defigned to be of perpetual and univer+ 
ſal Obligation, and did not put it in Writing in 
ome part or other of the New Teflament, is a fufs 
ficient Anſwer to all he has ſaid, or can ſay to 
. I have maintained, with relation to this 
QINT, | | 


No juſt Grounds, Cc. p. 43. B 
But 
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But fays our learned _— + The Writers 
vf the New Teſtament could not have been expefted 
to paſs over this Uſage in ſilence, had it been then 
known to be @ part of our Saviour's Inſtitution. 
But whatever might be ex from the Wri- 
ters of the New Teſtament, it is certain not one 
of thoſe Writers has taught us all that is neceſ- 
fary to be known concerning this Inſtitution : 
And we have no other Aſſurance that all is taught 
by all of them taken together, excepting that Rule 
of our Opponent's, which I have ſhewed to be 
falſe; that The Apoſtles taught nothing which they 
deſigned to be of perpetual Obi gation, which — 

8 


Aid not put in Writing in ſome part or other of t 
New Teſtament. It is certain neither * St. Mat- 


thew nor St. Mark mention thoſe Words, Do 
this in Remembrance of me, which are a Neceſ- 
and Eſſential Part of the Inſtitution; for un- 

$ our Saviour had ſaid thoſe Words, it would 
not have appeared that we had lain under any 
Obligation to celebrate this Sacrament. + St. 
Luke indeed does mention our Saviour's ſaying, 


Do this in Remembrance of me, upon his delivery 


of the Bread; but he takes no notice of them 


upon the delivery of the Cup, neither does he 
ſay what that 'G 


p contained, whether Wine, 
or Water, or any other Liquor. *So alſo St. 
Paul, tho' he is more particular than any of the 

Evangeliſts in the recital of the Inſtitution, and 
acquaints us that our Saviour ordered not yo 
that the Bread ſhould be eaten, but the Cup alſo 
ſhould be drank in Remembrance of. him, yet ſays 
not one Word of the Liquor the Cup contain- 


No juſt Grounds, p. 45. - | 
* Mat, xxvi. 25, cc. Mar. xiv. 22, cc. 
t Luk, xxii. 19. 1 Cor, xi. 23, Cc. 
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2 not the Writers of the 
New. Te aſs over the Mixture in ſilence, 
1 — own. co be a part of our Sa- 
viour'd Inſtitution, ſince it is ſo apparent that 
e 0mm e my of them, — not:paſſedover + 
ome /ntceſlary or other of this Inftitation- 
in ſllence ? T 2 f nent's Aſſertion 
is nate ſu ſelf evident as he fancies it is. For 
thoſe 2Writers, Who every one of them ſingly 
have paſſed over in filemce a known part of the 
Inſtitution, may very well be fuppoſed 5:-thoagh” 
Donny altogether, to have done alſo. And our 

t's Expettation being founded 
j . ennnbt invalidate ſo much 

* 1 — as we have from Tradition. 
5 adds,. The An/wererihad argued that nritber 
the. Apoſtles, nor any ' other, of that Age; des. ſ% 
much. ascyuention it. And then ſays, Can it br 
imagined, that God in bis All- wiſe Providence' 
would have. ſuffered this, if the Mixture had been 
an Efſential of Chriſtianity, and by .conſequence 
had needed, ſo early a Tradition for its Support? 
Let us apply this to the Canon of the New Te- 
ſtamerit. Neither the Apoſtles, nor any" other of 
that Age, do ſo much as once; mention it. And 
can it he: imagin d, that God in bis All-wiſe Pro- 
vidence would have ſuſfer d this, if the New 
Teftauient be the Chriſtian Rule of Salvation, ' and 


7 1 bad needed fo early a Tradition for 
Stepperz ?- But the rf wi in both theſe: Caſes 


plan ay, the Queſtion ought not to be, 

e God might or would have 
a 5 — a Caſe, but whether the Evidence he 
has vouchſafed us i: not ſufficient? If the Evi- 
dence be ſufficient, and what ought to fatis- 
fy a reaſonable Man, there is no occafion to en- 
Ivy whether God right not have given us 1 2 


ed! Why 


ä — — — * 


— dey? St. Paul, 


an celebrated the Euchzriſt, he adds, 


. .({ 9800 
teri Evidence if he had pleaſed. - We certainly 
have at leaft as carly — * the Mixture, 
2: 086: havdthur —— of St. Matthew; St. 


Mart, and St. Lake —— thoſt Evan- 


A 


or that the Epiſtie to the Hebrews was 


or any other inſpired Wri- 
am fully perſuaded that 


ter: Vet 1 


we have: ſufhcient Evidence for the divine Au- 


thbrity af thoſe and am by no meat like 
out Opponent for in ſuch Evidence as 
the Canon of the Scripture 1 it ſelf doc ſtund 
upon better. - O1 nch Iva « „In 019; 


Well, bur it ſeems: if Faſtin Margr be k- 


vidence early enough to teſtify — wg 
Practice of the firſt Age ik — learn Op- 
whether he ir proper to allow or 
not, Has no farther urch Jer he has actual - 
\ giver. do 'Feſtimony*/contcerni 
| he — it, gives auh an. Account 
of the" Uſage , his rind; wwhich\ in 20 
that ube Mixture, whith be does not Jay avas Held 
efſentially nece ſſary e in bis Days," was yet 
rechne Id br ſo in tbe Age before. Bur Tzecon-: 
cœive uin does teſtify this not to be 
Practice of his:own time, but to have been de- 
riwed from the Apoſties} conſequently: to have 
beefythe Practice of the Apoſtolical Age: For 
When he has g,, in Account how: — —5 1 
1 
un the Traditions Handed tu us by them, 
Dane calltd' the Goſpeltg have telivered that 
ſus tas vommanged them Nuting Bread; wo- 
ing Thanks Be ſaid; Do vun IN REMEMBRANCE 
or Bir TIIs 18 ir Bog ben , 


e OJ Ir Der JRL WT Lag = 

No ja Grounds, pez 9 C33; 10 cler 
Juſt, Mart. Apol. x. ee Edit. Grab. 

1 Cup, 


that Age. 


only che 
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Cupy giving Thanks, be ſaid, Faw w 2ev dads | 


77 * the wicked Demons haue 11 . 7 


© Wacr 5 dhe My 
—— Saviour $ Potion if W 
3 —— to the Tradition of the Apoſtles, had 
—— apart of the Cup our Saviour inſtitut- 
ed. 80 In in his Dialogue with Tryphoy 
ſpeaking ga that Text of f /#ah, where the Pro- 
pap og e be given him, his Waters 
= ; this Prophecy it is aps 
Parent * bat he Br ſpokes. of 5g our Chriſt 
commanded. 14 offer in — of his In- 
carnation for this that belitvs in him, for whoſe 
ſake he became obnoxious to Suffering z and the Cup 
which he commanded ſuch as celebrate the Eutha- 
riß 10 offer in Remembrance of bis Blood. No- 
thing chen, I think, can bea clearer Evidence that 
Juſtin — bee? looked upon the Water as a ne: 
ceſſury and eſſential Ingredient of the Euchariſ- 


„Dial. cus Tryp bon. p. 15.2 216, Edit. Jb. 
1 XXxiii. 26. | 


of dur Saris Inſtitution 


ck Cap, and 1a 
Since he could fet otherwiſe have applied the 


Water ſpoken of by Iaiab to the Euchariſtick 
Gup, which he ſays our Saviour commanded to be 
Meru in Remembrance of his Blood. © 
"Farther, he ſays, * take notite of Juſir?s cha- 
e A n64uarOr, und ſay, I believe" the Anſwerer 
#s the firſt that diſcoverd this Diffienity. © To 
which he replies 30 F, I wiſh be would be the 


firſt that would give 4 good — wand to if. But 
—— occaſiort | taye-I to Soluti⸗ 


emtito it, wien Juſtin bünſelf has done it, 


us I before obſerved? but he thought conveni- 
ent to over-look it. J will therefore, for the Rei. 
dds full ſatisfaction, tranſcribe the two Paſſages 
as they lie in Jaſtin. Firſt then he fays, Pray. 
Gs be ended, 00 ſalute one another oy 4 Kiſs: 
Then there is brought to him that pre ſides over t 
Brothren, TS weorgurrs 7 adexGavy Bread and 
Cup of Water and Mixture , dero A near 
M bich be havdjg e, wet Praiſt and Glory 
— ebe fey. 22 255 c. Then ſome time 
er * He AS we SAID BEFORE, Pray- 
ers being Morn, Bread, ae Nine, and Water, 
weg , Cd i) brought : And be bar fides, 
et fonts bn ayers. and — 
1th all his mig, &e. This is a plain . 
of 'what he had ſaid before, and what he there 
called Mater and Niuture, he here expreſly calls 
Mine and Water So that if there Was à diff: 
culty in the former Paſſage, he bas here explaig- 
pd it. And hen an Author has Iſo“ explained 
himſelf, I ſee no” difficulty there is for ay one 
elſe to ſolve it. We was now living, he might 


* No juſt Grounds, t. Poſtſcript, 5. 136. 


+ Juſt. Mart. Apol. df: 25 Seel 8. 5 125. Edit. Grab. 
1bid, Sect. 87. p. 131. 
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ly make the ſame Complaint of the Author 

e, make Sc. and our Opponent, that he 
does of Typ and his Friends. + For, lays 
like Flies, ye run and fly to ſore Places; and if 42 
a Man ſpeak ten thouſand Words well, and happe 
Ja- to let fall pne, even the leaſt Word, which 4 5 
rer pleaſes yau, or 45 not underſtood, or not ſo clear ag 
To you would have it, letting alone all the many things 
the well ſaid, yon lay hold of that poor little Hare, 
But and proſecute it without Mercy. Juſtin hag 1 8 
uti⸗ ly ſaid ine and Water in more places than 

it, "ob be happens in one place to lay Mixture 
ents Mater; and tho he moſt cridertly exp lains him: 
Lea telf, yet this poor Word Mixture is id hold 
iges and proſecuted, as if it made all. that Juſtin has 
ray ſaid on this occaſion unintelligible. 


m5 : The Doll, & lays the, proceeds to rhe. Reply 
7 made to 2 Thell. ii. 15. Therefore, Brethren, ſand 
4 faſt, and hold the 7 SF nt you have been taught, 


Tot whether, by, Mord, or by bur Epiſtle. Of hat 
Tory Service, ſays the Anſwerer,. can this be nod 20 
ime any Traditions, or any ſort of Nr that FI 
ray- not appear to. have been taught by the Apoſtles. ei- 
ter, pher of theſe Mays? Upon this he flouniſhes, 
des, lays, This [find was a Queſtion preſs'd a little 700 
ings bard for the Doctor to get rid M it, and therefore 
ital inſtead of . anſwering it, yo owns the. Truth' engutr 
here red after, only be pleads it is not to our Purps/cy 
tho” he does not pretend to tell what could Palliliꝝ 
Rove been more ſo. But indeed I: did not find it 
to preſs at all, and my Anſwer was juſt, that. 
s nothing to the bee becauſe the unf 
we plead. for have app TR have heen ta 
at leaſt one of thoſe acccor ding to tha 


f Dial. 6 
* No Ju 


v Trypbon, p. 5 337, Edit: Jebb... 
Grounds, Cc. p. 47. 
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&ceellent Rule ef St. Auguſfins, which che 


learned Author of No Reaſon F cites,” and dares 
not condemn, Whatever is held by the unives/al 
Church, —＋ wry obſerved, —_ being 2 
any Copciliary. erer, IS 7 an A. 
— lical Tradition. An as I conceive 
we have proved all the Points we contend for 
0 have been always "obſerved by "the univerſal 
Churgb, without being ſettlod by any Conciliary De- 
ere, we ſufficiently prove them to be of Apoſto- 
Tradition; fo that, as-I- (aid; his Queſtion 
hehe neither is it any ching to the 
Purpoſe. Indeed the learned Author of No Rea- 


fn, and or Ke Ine doen gr 
NS by the 
ber urch; bat then I deſire the Reader 


conſider, thiit When they fa * they are 
adges in their own Cauſe: Ad Jam ſatisfied 
that the learried Reader, who can judge for him- 
ſelf, when he has fairly examin'd the Teſtimo- 
Nies on both ſides,” ard co them with the 
Originals, will find, that in every one of the con- 
1 Points, che Fathers ſpeak clearly of our 
And che Unlearned may alſd be ſatisfied 
od unbiaſs d Judges, - ſuch 'as Mr. Thorndike, 
Hickes, Mr. Fohnſon, and Mr. | Bingham, 
are Apotoca Tr 3 y that Rule: 
1 Ten them 33 Judges, they have 
abt their this Ce in oppoſition 
their own. adtie, ar leaſt to any open and 
avowed Practice that they thou Ne oe to ac- 
Glick the World with. AE therefore having 
vindicated my former- Rep 97 and ſhewn that 
Anſwer was + herb to the ße, ſhall ſa 
gain, as J did — that the ſame Re eh is Af. 
cient againſt his Anſwer to the next I 
I No Reaſon, ec. pas. 76. 


The 


eee neee 
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due Author of the Defente, ſays our Opponent 
had faid, Theſe two Poſonte, foo 75 ty 2 
and doſtructibe of each other, | but on Wh 
ways of publiſbing the Will of God, "and 
bra flowing from the ' ſame Fee 
which I {aid the Anſwerer replies: Bat af; 
happen-to teach contrary Dactrines, as in the Caſe - 
of the” Mixture. This. ſaid I have afifwerd 3 
ready; but he adds, that he has fully fbewn in 
' Anſwer — no means deſerves the Name of Prot 
Now, though I truſt Nath 1 have fu ewn 
the W 50 what he hab ſaid on cba- 
ſion, yet for ſatisfaction 1 will ſhew it 755 


His Argument is this; N ben our Saviour akes 
.not the leaft mention of any thing more in bis Pa- 
N * 2 than the Fruit of the Vine, and yet 

uman Tradition is appeal'd to for make a Mix- 
ture f Water, of which our Saviour Jays not a 

Title, as though it were as neceſſarily incumbent 
upon all Chriſtians as the Wine it ſelf : bet 4 
manifeſt Oppoſition between Scripture and Tra 
"unleſs it can be allow'd, that Water and no, Wa- 
ter, or a Mixture and no Mixture are one "and Le 
ſame thing. Now, at this rate of 

fition between Scripture and Tin 
ere Tradition teaches ſomething more than 5] 

Scripture has taught, he muſt make Scrip 

alſo oppoſite to it (elf, where one Part of Serip- 

ture teaches what another Part has not Ken 8. 
Thus, for Inſtance, our Saviour, , Ke 

Matthew and Mart, - onl Save 6 fe Bread) an 
Cup to bis Diſciples, wit "tw i 
Commandment to do this in Remenb 
therefore when St. Paul ſays, that 'our Seren 
1 ſaying, Do this in Remembrante Fo 

here is a m t Oppoſition, unleſs at 

mand and no Comm 6 


( 294) 
eie; St. Matthew and St. Mark tells us, that 
was Wine in the Cup which our Saviour 
. gave to his Diſciples ; St. Lutte and St. Paul do 
not tell us of any Liquor that was in the Cup, 
therefore unleſs it can be allow'd that Wine and no 
Wine, Liquor * no Liquor are the ſamo! 
8 is a manifeſt Oppoſition. This is our learn- 
ed Opponent's werable Argument, if Tra- 
5 5 ſpeaks of ſome Particulars which the Scrip- 
ture has omitted, there muſt be an Oppoſition 
betwixt them. St. Haul is plainly as oppoſite to 
the e in one (aſe, as Tradition is to Scrip- 
ture in the other. He mages the Celebration 7 
the Euchariſt a Duty, by by telling us that 
our Saviour ſaid, Do this in Remembrance of me; 
whereas our Saviour, according to St. Matthew 
and St. Mark, gave no ſuch. Commandment. But 
1275 one muff ſee here is really no Oppoſition 
Caſe : That though the Evangeliſts do 
N. 5 tells us that our Saviour ſaid, Bo this, yet 
Ae do they tell us that he did not fay.{o; 
efore 05 Wa. St. Paul, when by tells 
at he di „Do this. So, on the other 
. ho Woge 2 of the 28 —¹ 
to 0 a Mixture, . which cannot Feber 
in conſequence f that Suppoſal, allowing 
[that the Scriptures do not: ſa ay, that our Saviour 
a mix d Cup to his Di ciples, yet neither 
0 l 555 it was not mix'd z therefore we 
belieye Tradition when it lays, that the Cup 
Nr d 4 7 our Saviour requir'd it ſhould 
ſo 9.98 rd. Tradition here only teaches what 
Scri tures hayeamirted (Gu pol the Words 
war of the Vine not to imp * ixture) and 
oo is no. more Oppaſition betwixt ' Scripture 
7 Tradition i in one oF: le, Eko downs . Paul 


"M0 Then 


mt 


nen Fange in in che oi 


t“ „8 . 


UN De» 8 e ee ee 


O eG &t ROD O +5 


. 


= hu 


{295 ). 

Then he obſerves that I took Notice of his aſk- 
this Queſtion, I hat if Scripture ſay nothing 
of Prayer for the Dead, can an after Tradition make 
bas @ neceſſary Duty for all en, And 
adds, that I do not pretend to ſay it can. A 
indeed I ſhall freely, grant . that an Arrgn 
Tradition, that is, a Tradition which. is not Apo- 
ſtolical, or of equal Antiquity with the Canon of 
the New Teſtament, cannot make that a neceſ- 
fary Duty for all Chriſtians, which the Serip- 
tures: have not made ſo. But if it he guidently 
an Apoſtolical Tradition, as I am firmly perſuad- 
ed it is, (and conceive it. has been proved to be, 
by Mr. Thor nadie, t the Author 0 the Reaſons, 
and Mr. Deacon) the learned Author of No Rea- 
ſon, &c, F allows, at leaſt does not deny, it will 
make that neceſſary which is not otherwiſe ſo. Hg 
then takes notice that I ſay, If the Scripture ſays 
nothing of Prayer for the Dead, it is certain it has 
not made it unlawful. . Upon which be tells me 
that I forget that our Diſpute is not concerning the 


 Lawfulneſs, but the Neceſſi ity of this Uſage :: And 


repeats it over and over again, as if I had entire- 
ly forgot it, which I ſhall ſoon ſhew I did not. 
ut I thought. it proper to obſerve, that our 
learned Super s. Arguments allow'd, the Law- 
fulnefs of this, as well as the other-controverted 
Points, becauſc the + INGENIOUS Author of No 
Neceſſity, &c. obſerves, that the Author of Ng 
Reaſon, &C. whom our learned Opponent de- 
fends, is ſuſpected to be againſt the Lawfulneſs.of 
theft. things, if they could be ref by a proper - 
and competent. Authority ; and there fore L conceive 
cd; it youle be the gaming a all e fo Fee 


\ 
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— No juſt Sen 5 "yy 49. 3: 
Y No Reaſog, Gs. p. 53. 4 No Neck, Sc. p. 5. 


the 
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(106) 
the Lawfulneſs of Praying for the Dead ;'beliey- 
r muſt be convinced of the Law 

of a thing, before he can be p An 
ty 


us 8 Hawever, as if I aimed at 
ing no more than the Laufulne of 'Prayers 


the Dead, he ſays, 10 prove the LawyuLNess 
them I argus they are commanded in Scripture. 

if the Reader will give himſelf the trouble 
to look into what I have faid, he will fee that 
1 bring Scripture not to prove the bare Lauful- 
ne, but the Nereſſity of this Practice. For I 
T firſt take Notice of what he ſays with relation 
to Infant Baptiſm, and ſay, Then as to the Nx- 
CESSITY of it, he gives this Reaſon, that our bleſſed 
Saviour gave Commiſſion for baptizing all Nations, 
of which Children are undoubtedly a Part. And 
the Practice of the Church fince is @ good currobo- 
rating Evidence, and makes the Nxckssrr more 
apparent and unqueſtionable. Hereupon I add, 
This is EXAeTLY what is pleaded in Behalf of 
Prayers for the Dead. Now if it be EXAcTLY 
the fame, muſt it not prove the Necesﬆrty of 
ſuch Prayers, as the other does of Infant Baptiſm ? 
But I go on and ſhew how the Proof is g! l 
the ſame, ſaying, ' The Scripture poſitively requires 

to make + Fo volicarion for all Saints. ' The 
| Words ALL Saints being as univerſal as the Words 
ALL Nations, this Command, as NECESSARILY 
obliges us to pray for ALL: Saints, whether they be 
in this World, or whether they be departed, as the 
other does to baptize ALL Perſons of ALL Ages. And 
then we ſay, that the Practice of the Church fince, 
jn all Times, at all Places, and by all the Faithful, 
down as low as to the Sixteenth Century, is 4 
good corroborating Evidence, and makes the Nx- 


| Poſtſcript, p. 178. 1 Eph. vi. 18. 
ol | CESSITY 
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Let Fo tt Reader er judge e Hager 
: Yr th Fafa: & Prajers for oh 
can't ink it is arguing for the 
Neceſſity” of them as 2 parently as a reaſonabſe 
Man can deſire. But i N fact 

to endeayour to make an unwary 
5 7 T orily plead for the Lauſulneſi of 
yers, that fo, if he ſhould think T have prov'd 
5 . he may yet be never the 9 15 T0 
oY n, fince tis not the Lawfulne/s, but 
45 that is diſputed. However, I hope 


Big Reader fees that this is only a Mifrepreſenta- 
tion, and that I argue for the Nece/fry, and not 
the bare Lawfulneſs of Prayer for the Dead. 
Vet being ſenfible that if Prayer for the e 
be founded upon a Text of Scripture, it w 
e it to be a nereſſary Duty, tho” he prete 
falſely as 1 have proved. ) * that I have, pro- 
c'd it only to prove the Lawfulnels of ſuch Pray- 
ers, he thinks it proper to endeayour to invalidate 
the bag of that Text. And” rt he deſires us to 
acquain m, bar ancient, br ten modern Com- 
dae of Nate E bave to "Produce in behalf 
"our ee of the Apoſtle's Io; ds? Now 
as to ancient Commentators, -;we may, in our 
turn, defire to know of him "which of them has 
rricularly applied our Saviour's Command, to 
rt” all. Nations to the Caſe of. Infant Bap- 


We do not find they had any Diſpute a- 

t the Matter; Infants were then generall 
Baptized, and no Body that we know of o el 
ed it. And therefore when they expounded that 
Text of St. Matthew, they had no occaſion to 
Aub. it particularly to Infants, as the modern 
ommentators have. Sv as to Prayers for the 
Saints RO the Ancients had no Diſpu * a- 
ut 


6108) 


bout. it, none chat wie read of ever 0 ed it but 
Tho Heretick-:4eris.z neither did Nane eo 
it was, contrary to Scripture, bur ian, it 
Was of no Service to the Dead; and therefore 
St. Epiphanius, whab is the only one of the Anciems 
that takes, Notice, of him to refute him, had lit- 
tle Occaſion to have. recourſe to Scripture when 
he, appoſed him. However, let our O 8 
ſhew us Where any of the * D. N 
our Saviour's Command to baptize, all Nations 
1 Le & Jolene Pap Baptiſ Gb. and I 95e fe al 
where t ave apply d Supplication for all 
Saints to 8 12 Bd Mar is it to be 
wonder'd at if ac Lg Commentators have not 
apply'd this Text as we haye done, ſince neith 
Ppt ts, nor Proteſtants either practiſe or pled 
rayers for Saints departed ,, EE. is, * 
1 pin Peace, and are at reſt from their, Lahours. 
he Papiſis pray for no other Dead except ſuch 
as they ſuppoſe to be in Purgazory Ad the 
Proteftants ray for no Dead at All. 1 
what wo er if both of them give ach 
n to this plain“ ext? But we ma may ay both 
of t this Text, and that of Baptizing al 
that they are; plain and clear in W 5 2 
need no Comment to make them, m, more ſo 
the Practice 0 of the univerſal Chur LM the beſt 
ce pureſt times warrants our poſition of 
t em. \ 4 
But our lame Opponent is reſol'd to de- 
9 5 us ** all Advantage from this Text, and 
lays, Though the Word ape, Saints, be fre- 
quent]y Shed; in the New Teſtament , to denote 
the Members of the Chriſtian Ghurch here, I dare 
be poſitive be will not find it ſo applied to thoſe 
that are departed from us. And I am firmly of 
Mie on 5 will not be dit proved. 1 OY or 
ee 
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Sad been eg, though now alive a ae, and cul. 
Ang) Becaulſe onct more Men 


(1090) 
— — ion will * made to — 
ine, from thoſt Words of the Evanveli 
Bodies of Saints which 15 t aroſe. Bens the 505 


Yor hints mo le%h. But I am, Bote ber, to aſſure 
the Realer theſe Words had been ſeriouſly confrder- 
et befort Hand, and fully concluded not to inter- 


ere with the fore ving Obſervation. For it is Yd 
be noted; that the Participle there i is of the perfet?, 
and not be "preſent Te not 204 pop, hut 


Jed Ape (a Ne commonlj givrn to the Cbriſti. 
* 5 the 17 
Church upon Earth: So thut they not being afle 4 
called Ni, it can never” fol from henc 
that this Title belongs to 4 hat tire now'afleep; 
and Conſequently e nete warrant the e of 
Prayers” WP 'the Dread Ter "thoſe 5 ords of 't 
Apoſple direfng to pray" for AE Salxrs. 
this has been! end aa N Author g of 
the Reaſons, 0 105 well bſer des, that rheſe Sant 
could note aid e be alive becanſe they a ppeat'd i 
their Bodied: For if there WWA ee 2 by. 
vween the" Souls und Bodies of thtfe Snints,' they 
avert ftill in a State of | Separation, and bing 
0 the Divifow of the other Word But 
Fhere waß no ö ſulb vital c_ FA evident, 
their a was no Reſult of à proper Refusl 
ben e only a ſport wa Se 10 
Bonour our Javiours Paſſion and riſing 18 20 
Dead. For that there never wal; nor 724 7 
eepti ng e Savioit's,”t till His 15 
cond coming, is plain from ile Apoſtle St- Paul; 
be der lars, *that as in Adam all "wy ſo in C 5 
Nd gt nens FIST Ih 


{ Vina of Reaſ. and Def. Rl 2, 
I Cor, xv. 22, 23. T 


e W ſhall 


| 


ed this Life, there are a great many more 


( 240 ) 
all. be alive: Bu Man 1 
— Order Wy 4-55 firſt 8 4s 
they that are C 9 5 his coming. Thus we 


ſee: none. of Adam Deſcendants. are to expeft 4 


Reſurrection, till aur Oe coming to Judg- 
ment. Aud thoſe e who, have no Re-union. of Soul 
and Body can't be {aid » RON not wmithbſtaud- 


uch x 
1 T all add 1 thc i wh EE "_— a Googles 


lem / 
once more Me 


10: Lene which. be muſt 
h needs te Allſtane 
| en him 


15 tr With, he 
5 — . 
55 as the. Author 05 the 


| te hls. farther ,'-the art fax . — 
7 Bodies of Saints Which — avg 
are gates called. Saints: while: they _ 
th * they were dead in the  Sorippure Lan- 
Fong will AT. Opponent 's Für 
ata Greek Pra . 
br the 25 is allo in the Perfect Fen 
is og is the lame. Herre as 3 a 
ſerved in my Diſcourſe. on the Liturgies, this is 
from the only Text here the Word 
Aueh Saints, is apply'd to choſe that are opel 
whic 
T ſhall h here again recite. * 4s . by the 
4a 
2 9 5% 1 


Mouth | 
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gius Retard untd thy Servants the Prophets, and 


( 112 ) 
— holy, Prophers,/ or of his Sams the 
P Mar Ws —4 which have been finct 
orid oy 


ets, 7 oyiv 
| began. + Doe 
0 "hay ol." Ayiory ſhall judge the 
mor? 2 New therefore” ye are no more Strams 
gers and Foreigners, _ Fellow-Citizens- with the 
SAINTS} 7 aypiwyy and of the Houſbold of Cod. 
* Math made as meet: id 2 9 01 Inbe- 
rirante uf the SAINTS, = 4 8 

the coming of our Lord Fol Chrif bis 
Saints, F Ae, + N ben le . 
ified in bit SAINTS" & rer diet. „ Spokew 
b the holy Prophets, or the Sers the 
P beg r aypion 26Q17av. + That thou fhouldef 


f0:tbe$a1wrs', Harp ebptors + They bawde ſbed the 
Blood of Sarnrs, * And I ſaw the Woman 
drankew with the Blood of the Sams, * lv. 
Ti Rijvite over kur, thiu Heaven, and 9% holy A. 
N Projphers; r the Sarnrs the Apoſtles, 
Ne. Since therefore there are ſo ma- 
— ain Texts to this Purpoſe, I ſhall leave the 
Jer” to} judge what Reaſon our learned 

could have #6 be ſo pofirive\thar t 


| Word d) yi Saints, is never a p gg c ur ug Now 


Teſtamibot tõ thoſe rhar- are © departed from us? 
Werte not che aneient Prop hets, chat had been 
finde" che World  lepwriett: before thoſe 
Words were ſpoken of chern, which are written 
inthe New lament? Yer K. are chere cab 
? wide 570 * 104 Hobbs 
Lege kur ut. wy TEA 2. tn 07" 
# e 12. ee il 13. Ying i. 10. 
2 Har. — — i 18. + ! xvi. 6. 
* Revel. xvii. 6. + Revel, XVI. 20. | 


{1 | = led 
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led d, Satt. Shall the Saints 
World before they are departed hence | 
are ſpoken of as ing Saints at the time when 
they ſhall judge the Worid. Are we Fellow - Citi- 
ens only of the Saints on Earth? Are the Saints 
in Eight not departed hence? Will our Lord 
Jeſus come only with thoſe that are Members of 
bis Church on Earth? Is a Reward. to be given 
to thoſe that were dead * John wrote 
the Reuelatious? Were thoſe living upon Barth 
whoſe Blood was ſhed? Were thoſe ſtill: upon 
Earth, with-whoſe Blood the Woman was drunk- 
en? Were not the Saints, the Apoſtle St. John 

aks of in the Revelations, dead when he wrote 


kn 


= 


at Prophecy? Which of the Apoſtles was then 


living. beſides himſelf? Therefore ſince it ix ſo 
evident. chat che Title Saints in the Language of 


the New Teſtament, as well as in our Toms 
that: are 


common h, does belong to thoſe that 
aſlecp in ( hriſt, a Command to pray for ALL. 
SAINTS includes them as well. as thoſe that are 
Faß upon Earth. And this Command of St. 
Haul, to make Supplicgtion for all Saints, obliges 
us to pray for the Saints departed in the fame 
mamer as the Command of our Saviour to ha- 
tize all Nations, obliges us to baptize Infants, 
And Whatever he has ſaid to prove that Infants 
ought to he baptiz d, becauſe our Saviour m 
maniled to: baptize all Nations, evidently; proves 
that the Saints departed ought to be prayed for, 
becauſe St. Paul requires us to make Supplication 
far all Suinis. Our learned Opponent has no 
Objection to this, but that the Word Saints is 
never applied, in the New. Teſtament, to thoſe 
that are departed from us, which being proy'd 
to be falſe by ſo many plain Inſtances, the Ar- 
gument ſtands good. * 
© Wh n 
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In the next place er hand.0 pponent ob- 
ſerves that we. lay; They theres are forced ta 
fly to Tradition. in- ſome Caſes, particularly in the 
3 es of 27 Baptiſm and the Lord's Day. And 

he had taken upon him to prove our 

bligation to baptize Infants from our Saviour's 
. to ns all Nations, I ſnewed we. 
poſitive. a Command to make Supplication 

75 all > 44k This he pretended to return an 
Anſwer to, but I truſt I have here given ſo full a 
Reply to chat Anſwer as will ſatisfy the Reader of 
the Inſufficiency of it. He alſo. had pretended td. 
return an per to what was ſaid of the Tradi- 
tion congerning the Lord's Day, but I reply d 
that I had obviated all he had id on that occa- 
ſion; he only ſays, I have been far from doing it; 
there ore I myſt deſire the Reader to conſult 
what I +, — faid of that Matter, and alſo 
what ꝙ he has faid, and then judge whether the 
Scripture teaches that we lie under any neceſſary 
Obligation to obſerve the Lord's Day, or whe-: 
Joc 9 Obligation is not taught by Tradition 
{2 

Then fre tells us, * has the 8 Author, of 
the Defence. poſitively affirms, that there is no hing 
in Scripture to. prove Scriptare.' By. which he' 
plainly meant, that there Was nothing in Scrip- 
ture to teach us what Books made up the Scrip- 
tures; what were divinely inſpired, and what 
A hal. Therefore what ſignifies our learn- 

Opponent's Quotation from Clemens Alexan- 
Sing: and his. long Dank, 79 0 1 085 


No juſt Grounds, Sc. D; * | 
Neceſſary Uſe of Tradition, p. 20, Cc. 
No ſafficient Reaſon, Part f. p. 28. p 
No juſt Grounds, p. ha No ſuflicient Reaſon, 


Part 1. 5. 31. 
| K vie 
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wiſe very good) to ſhew that the Seripturts' are 
a demonſtrative proof + fo themſeboes : When he is 
ſuſie ts ſrt the Canon of fre 
ent to ſettle the Canon of Scripture, to a 

us what Rooks belong to that ſacred yet „ and 
what do not, or how wwe ſhall certainly di 127 1 
Scripture from Apocrypba. He ex 

for this, Me muſt depend upon thoſe w $24 * 


Diſtinftion, and ſettled the Canon, and upon others 
that have tranſmitted it down to us," as being the 


compleatefi and be Evidence the Nature of the 
thing is capable of; than which no reaſonable Man 


appear, neither is it e that thoſe who 
made the Diſtinction, and ſettled the Canon were 
inſpired Men, and acted by an infallible Spirit. 
Yer the Nature of the thing was capable of that 


Evidence. St. John, her was the longeſt liver 
„ wa and Whoſe Gol] | was the aft 


the New F 


1 NT. ich Was 'writ- 
ten, e 


n of ba 
the Books which-God- tchded ſhoul 
that ſacred Volume. * Eu/ebius tells us, 9 be | 


wand approved the three Gofpels of St. Mar- 


has Oren. Mark, and St. Luke, and that he wrote 


to ſapply ſome Matters of Faith relat- 

ing to our Saviduf's Divinity, which he judged 
nor ſuffteientiy taught by them. New 85 
was certainly as capable of telling eh 

ſelf, ab 6f leaving it to the Elders of E 55 

deliverit by Tradition: And be i a8 An 


habe put it into Writing 23 Eiſebins afterwards 


did. And as all the other Apoſtles were then 
dead, and he alone ſurviving, he could not but 
know that the laſt Boo he Wrote welcher the 


„Hit. Eceleſ lib, 2. 24 TW 
Ne laſt 


„ * 


never pretended thts War 


would in any Caſe defire more. But it docs not 


25 
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laſt Book of holy Scripture: He might then 
have us a Ca of all the Books of 
the New 'Teftament, and he being an inſpired 
Wilder, his Eeidence would have been better 
than any human Evidence whatſoever. So that 
we cannot ſay, that the Evidence we have ir the 
compleateſ and bheſt Evidence the Nature of the 
Thing is capable 'of : For the thing in its own Na- 
tare was en s of Inſpired or an. We 
yet the Evidence we have is but Human. 

can only cee tha God in hi Prov 


dence cheüghr 'expedient to give us, that it 
—.— Evidence, IN any abuse Man 


be. ſatisfied with. 

; fays dur O * JF the Doctor would 
from hence, "that Behr Tradition is to be 
Yolied tpor, | aphere it is the beſt Evidence that can 
bo-had, therefore it is to be made our Rule in all 
Caſes, add + muſt not ſo much as pretend to in. 
Yeypret' a plain; eaſy Text of Scripture „ without 
Fecourſe had to'Tradition for its Right, and ſome- 
Himes for its wrong Senſe, as it often happens in 
ibis preſent Diſpute, he cannot expect this will be 
Ho him, without much better Authority than 

is ever like to bring for it. But I infer 
from hence, that Fradition may be a ſufficient 
Evidence, and that it is fo wherever it is 
Primitive and Univerfal : And that as it is 
- wan to be — 3 for for Caron 
of Scripture, where we have as and as 
fall Evidence for any other Doctrine or Prac- 
tice, it is ſafficient Evidence alſo, unleſs Je 
ponent can give a better Reaſon why it ſhou 
not be ſo than he has yet done. For to ©; Srv 
the Canon of Scripture 1 is not capable of 


ma 


®* No juſt Grounds, p. 53. 
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Evidence; and from thence to infer a Difference 
in the Caſe, is falſez ſince, as J have ſhewed, the 
Settlement of that Canon is capable of better E- 
vidence, if God had ſeen it expedient to have 
given it. And if he will not ſometimes have re: 


courſe to Tradition: to interpret a ſeemingly plain 
ealy. Text, I defre 0 1 


terpret that plain caſy Text, 2 4e ought to 


waſh one another s Fit. Is it poſſible any Text 


Mould be plainer or eaſier than that? Our Savi- 
Fer did Lal and we ap waſh his Diſciples 


and e y, Te alſo pught to waſh one 


ther's Feet. For 1 þ have given you an Exams 


© # & 7 4 


Is 
there aplaincreafier Text in the New Teſtament? 
J deſire therefore to know of. our Opponent, 
Whether. actually and literally to. Waſh one ano- 
ther's Feet, as our Saviour actually and literally 


did, be enjoyn d Fo this Comment \ Or if it's 


not, what other Reaſon he has to think ſo, but 
only that the Church has never underſtood it li- 


| 
| 
| terally? That is, By; edition is againſt ſuch a lite- 


ral Interpretation: that I am perſuaded our 
A 9 rain w muft be forced to have recourſe 
| Bare tipn to interpret a plain caſy Text of 
And if he muſt, —_ ſhould it be:a 
t in * to ſay that it may ſometimes be ne- 

to have recourſe to Tradition, to under- 

1 . 70 101 plain caſy Text; As to having 
recourſe radition to interpret in a Wrong 
Senſe, I deſire heyvill be ſo kind as to ſhew u. us any 
Tradition truly Primitive and; Univerſal (and we 


;Plead for no other) that has api Fa 
LE a bag Senſe. --., 
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He n, and fays, I am ſorry to find him 
ſay, 7 e 1 * 1% fuller « e ger Fi to ſettle. 
the certain Number of ooks of the Old per 


New Teſtament, than — is for the Mixture, Prayer 
for the Dead, &c. becauſe if the Canon were no bet- 
ter ſettled than the Neceſſity of theſe, for that is 
what we diſpute about, it would be in a very tots 
tering Condition. But I ſhall not enlarge upon 
this, both betauſe I have juſt now own'd, that we 
receive the Canon by Tradition, and becauſe” WE 
had no other way for it to be convey'd down to us; 
whereas had theſe Uſages been any where taught in 
Scripture, they would have been much better learn- 
ed from our Saviour and bis Apoſtles own Words, 
than from the Tradition now pleaded for them. In 
this Paſſage our learned Opponent cannot deny but 
we have as good Evidence for the primitive an 
verſal Practice of the Points diſputed, as we have 
for the Canon of Scripture, To we have not 
ſo good Evidence for the NecessITY of them; 
that is, as we may collect from the Paſſage laſt 
— d, compar'd with the preſent Paſſage, 
we have not hy beſt Evidence the Nature of the 
thing is capable of, they are not to be learn'd from 
our Saviour and his Apoſtles own Words, where 
they would have been much better learn'd. But 1 
mult ſay again, that the Queſtion is not whether 
the things in their own Nature are incapable of 
better Evidence, but whether the Evidence we 
have for them be not ſufficient to ſatisfy any rea- 
ſonable Man. I have ſhew'd, that the Canon of 
Scripture is capable of Scripture Evidence ; if 
had ſeen it expedient, he might have m_—_ 
ed St. John when he wrote his Goſpel, the la 
Book of the New Colman that was _ 
to have given us a Catalogue of all the Inſpired 
Writings, and then the Canon of Scripture would 
Tc K 3 have 
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have had better Evidence: So that it is falſe to 
ſay, that we had no other way for ths Canon of 
Scripture _ 3 down to 7 but 1 1 
For it mi ave convey'd-to us by Scrip- 
ture, if God had ſeen it pe But if Tra- 
dition alone be ſufficient Evidence for the Canon 
of Scripture, chen where Tradition gives us as full 
Evidence for other * ought to judge 
ſuch Evidence to be ſufficient, notwithſtanding 
they may in their own Nature be capable of 
better. And I muſt fay it, that there is not an 
earlier Evidence than Juſtin Martyr for the Ca- 
non of the New Teſtament, and he is our Evi- 
dence for the Mixture alſo : Nay, I wall ſay that 
there is not an carlier Evidence for the Canon 


of Scripture than {renews and Tertullian, who . 
were later than Juſtin Martyr, ' and. thoſe two 


are Evidences for the four controverted Points; 
that is, Irenæus is an Evidence for three of them, 
the Mixture, the Oblation, and the Invocation 
and Tertullian for the fourth, which is Prayer for 
the Dead. So that we have as carly Tradition 
for all the Points diſputed, as we have for the 
Canon of Scripture. And our Tradition is alſo 
as univerſal, for there are not more Fathers who 
teſtify for the Canon of Scripture, in the three 
firſt Centuries, or before the Council of Nice, 
than there are who teſtify for all the Points now 
in diſpute. So that our Evidence for the one is 
full as as for the other. [IAIN 

In the next place * our learned Opponent ob- 
ſerves that I had ſaid, that the Anſwerer and the 
learned Author differ in this, as far as I am able 
to judge in the Caſe, that the Author is for making 
Scripture and that primitive, univerſal, and unin- 


No juſt Grounds, p. 54. 
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terrupted Tradition, by which tue receive the Ca- 
non of Scripture, to go hand in band together, 
and mutually to ſupport eath other 5 but the A- 
ſaverer is for ſetting them at Variance, and making 
them to thwart and oppoſe. each other. But ke 
conceives he has given no occafion for ſuch a 


Charge: For, ſays he, he is not for ſetting them 


any way at. Variance, but for uſing both as Occa- 
fon offers ; only he is for aſcribing to each its pri- 
per Office, and not making Scripture truckle to Tra- 
dition, if any Difference unbappily ariſe betwixt 


them. But is it not ſetting Scripture and Tra- 


dition at Variance, to fay ſuch Traditios as 
teaches any thing, as of Neceſity to Salvation, 
which the Scripture has not taught at all, is op- 
polite to Scripture, interferes with Scri is 
con to Scripture, and the like? Would not 
he be thought to ſet the Common Law and Sta- 
tute go in Fg Nation 4 8 Om ſhould 
ſay, that to ſet up any thing as obligator 
Com, which 1 by 5 0 
Parliament, is to ſet up what interferes with, and 
is oppoſite and contrary to the Statute Book? 
And that he who makes as — to be a Law by 
Cuſtom only, makes the Statute Book truckle te 
Cuſtom? Yet this is plainly the Caſe here. He 
ſays, to teach any thing as neceſſary to Salvation, 
which the Scripture bas cer taught at all, is to 
make Scri truckle to Tradition. But he 
muſt firſt ſnew us, which he has not been able 
to do, that the Scripture any where tells us, ei- 
ther in expreſs Words, or any fair Conſequence, 
that all things neceſſary to Salvation are taught 
in Scripture. For I have ſhew'd that all the 
Texts he has produc'd to this Purpoſe only refer 
us to the Old — and therefore do not an- 
ſwer his Purpoſe: For if they are not to be under- 
K 4 ſtood 
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ſtood excluſive of other Means of Salvation, they 
dò not exchude Tradition; and if they are under - 
ſtood excluſive, then they exclude the New Teſta- 
ment as well as Tradition. It is true, I do own the 
Scripture for the Rule of Faith, and that we are 
not to forſake that out. off regard to Tradition, but 
ſtedfaſtly adhere to it; whenſoever any unſtriptural 
Tradition comes in Competition with it. But then 
I do not conceive that Tradition comes in Com: 
petition with it, which teaches nothing contra- 
Ty to it, though it may happen to teach ſome- 
thing wherein the Scripture is ſilent ;' for I think, 
and-{b' I believe does every Body beſides our 
learned Opponent, that there is à great Differ- 
ence: betwixt teaching what is contrary to Scrip- 
—_ _ teaching what the Scripture ſays no- 
dhe Doctor, adds our learned Opponent, ex- 
claims loudly againſt the Anſwerer, for ſaying the 
\ Author of tbe Reaſons is for ' ſetting up Tradition, 
as rather to be attended to than Scripture. Upon 
which he ſays,” Nhetber this be not the true State 
of the Difference, I leave to any unprejudic'd Per- 
ſon ta determine. And truly I am very willing to 
do the fame: For, I conceive, no unprejudic'd 
Perſon can think,” that to ſay Tradition is to be 
attended to where the Scripture is ſilent, is to 
ſay, that Tradition is rather to be attended to 
than Scripture. For it is not leaving Scripture to 
ſet up Tradition, if we attend to Scripture where- 
ever it ſpeaks, and to Tradition only where the 
Scripture does not ſpeak at all, or not fo clearly 
as Tradition. * But Mr: Deacon has fo fully an- 
ſwer'd all that our learned Opponent has ſaid in 


. '* Plaintiff's Charge diſproy'd and turn'd upon himſelf 
by the Detendant, cc. . 
a 5 | thi 
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this and the next Paragraph, that I ticed take nd 
farthbr Notice of them, only to let him know that 
Ithank, except he can better prove his Charge a- 
gainſt the Author of the Reaſons, and Mr. Deu 
von, he ought, (as he engages to do, if he 
have done that Author the Wrong thus com- 
Plairyd of) to beg that Author's and Mr. Deacon's 

ardon. The moft that the Author of the Rea- 
ons Mr. Deacon, the Author of the Neceſſity of 
an Alteration, or my ſelf, or indeed any of us 
have ſaid on this Occaſion, amounts to no more 
than what Dr. Hammond taught without Cenſure 
above ſixty Years ago in his + Practical Cate- 
chiſm, where he lays expreſly, That next the Scrip- 
ture, the Catholick Church of the "firſt and pureſt 
Times (eſpecially when the ſubſequent Ages do alſo 
accord with that for many hundred Tears) is the 
greateſt Authority, whence it - follows, that Meek- 
neſs requires my Obedience and Submiſſion to the 
Catholick Apoſtolick Church, and not to the Par- 
ticular wherein I live, ſo far as that I am to re- 
tain that Catholick Apoſtolict, and not this novel, 
corrupt, not Catholick Doctrine. Therefore if the 
Church wherein I was baptized, ſball by Authori- 
ty or Law ſet up that which, if it be not contrary 
to plain Words of Scripture, is yet contrary to the 
Doctrine or Practice of the univerſal Church of the 
firſt and pureſt Times, Meekneſ5 requires me in no Caſe 
to ſubſcribe to, or aft any thing which is contrary 
to this Catholick Doctrine This is all we have 
pleaded for, and is therefore far from ſetting up 
Tradition, as rather to be attended to than Sorip- 
ture, which our learned Opponent continually 


No juſt Grounds, p. 56. . 
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as the next Authority to gy _ Authority 


that is to be obeyed where the Scripture is filegt 
or not clear. Therefore our O ve yrakg Suggei- 
tion, which he has ſo much inſiſted on, is appa- 
rently wrong. And by his conſtant repeating 
and endeavouring to maintain this 8 he 
only ſhews that he cannot diſtinguiſh betwixt 


What is to be obeyed in the firſt, place, and what 


in the ſecond; ſuppoſing that nothing can com- 
mand our Obedience in the next place to Scripture, 
and be allowed to require our Obedience where 
the Scripture is ſilent, but it muſt be ſet up as 
rather to be attended to than Scripture; but I hope 
the judicious Reader will ſee the Difference, and 
conſequently the Falſeneſs of the Suggeſtion. 

I need not detain the Reader with what is ſaid 
about Homer and Virgil, we are agreed that nei- 
ther thoſe, nor any other ancient Authors are to be 
underſtood without the Help of Tradition, and 
a Knowledge of the Cuſtoms and Practices of 
the Times wherein they wrote. As to what he 
lays of the City Charter, and a Grant of an 
Eftate, he has himſelf * given an Anſwer which 
directly ſerves our Purpoſe as much as any thing 
we can deſire: Which is this, Since your Cuſtom 
is of ſo long ſtanding, that the- true Original can- 
not be traced out, you are concern'd to follow it, 
though withal not ſo much from the Age of it, as 
becauſe it may juſtly be ſuppoſed that there was 


ſome reaſonable, and perhaps valuable Conſidera- 


tion, for the firſt Allowance of it. This is exact- 
Y parallel to our Caſe ; and we ſay, Since theſe 

raditions are of ſo long ſtanding, that the true 
Original cannot be traced out, we are concern'd to 


No juſt Grounds, p. 59. 
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follow them, n the Ae. of 
them, as becanſe it may juſtly be ſuppoſed" they 
were enjoined by the Apoſtles whoſe Authority Ws 

It Fo to be obedient to. Im 
He obſerves, * that the Author of the Neceſſicy 
of an Alteration repreſents Tradition, as an Ar- 
22 obliging us ys what we are not obliped to by 

Scripture, and that I take it only as an Evidence 
or Witneſs to inform us what the Scriptures have 
always been underſtood to require. And deſires us 
to decide this between our ſelves.” I traſt therefore 
that I have now decided it, hen I own that 1 
declare my ſelf of the Opinion Doctor Hammond 
was above ſixty Years ago, That Primitive and 
Catholick Tradition is to be obey'd where it does 
not contradit# Scripture (which I am ſatisfied no 
Primitive Catholick Tradition ever did) as Bei 
the next Authority to Scripture, and above : 
Authority of any particular Charch whatſoever * 
And that we are obliged to conform to the Doctrine 
and Practice of the Univerſal Church in the fir] 
and pureſt Times, whatever any particular Char 
ſhall ordain to the contrary, and whatever we may 
ſuffer by it. If therefore I have faid- any thing 
which may ſeem not agreeable ro this pinion, 
J here retraCt it. 

I faid, that our Saviour, by faxing he won 
drin no more of the Fruit of the Vine, coulu 
mean no other . than that he would drink no more 
of the Paſchal Cup. This, T ſays our learned 

onent, is perfectly begging the Queſtion, un- 
teſs be could have proved that our Lord could not 
poſſibly mean his own Euchariftick Cup. I will 
therefore here give the Reader the Proofs Dr. 


Hammond has given, why in St. Matthew and 


* No juſt Grounds, p. 60. | Ibid. p. 6r. | 
St. Mark, 


l 

St. Mart, as well as in St. Lukez by the Words 
Fruit e 
chal Cup : where he will find Dr. Hammond does 
not propoſe this as an Explanation made upon Con- 
forme) as the Opponent repreſents him to 

ve done, but as an UNQUESTIONABLE rendring 
and clearing all Di es. The Doctor having 
in his Comment upon this Text, as it ſtands in 
St. Matthew's Golpel, given two Interpretations 
of it which are apparently weak, ſays, © But 
& the Truth is} there is a third Way of inter- 
4 preting this Verſe, which by comparing it 
& with the Words of St. Luke, ſeems much the 
«. moſt probable of all, that this yiwmuea © d- 
* Tia, Fruit of the Vine, ſignifies the Cup in the 
«&- Paſſover peculiarly, or the Cup of Charity in 
«© the Poſicenium of the Paſſover, wherein the 
&.-Sacrament of Chriſt's Blood was founded: 
« For that Chriſt was now to dic, and neither 
&« before, nor after his Death and Reſurrection, 
© to cat any more Paſſovers with them, or any 
© more to drink this Cup of Charity, now de- 
c“ ſign'd to a Clinftian Uſe, is ſufficiently evi- 
“ dent. To this therefore is agreeable what he 
& ſaith, Luke xxii. 17. With deſire have 1 deſired 
„ to eat this Paſſover with you =” I ſuffer, 
& meaning now to tranſmute this Cup there into 
& the Sacrament of Charity, to be oblerv'd in the 
& Chriſtian Church for ever after. And there- 
t fore it is obſervable in St. Luke, that the Words 
& are directly applied, chap. xxii. 16. to the Pa / 
& /over, I have defir'd to eat this Paſſover, for I 
& will no more eat, ? ans thereof, or of that 
“that is, of the Paſſover, c. and by Nr 
“the Words again of the Cup, ver. 18. it is 


No juſt Grounds, 2. 40. 
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RNeaſon 


R 


A's 


_y - 


E S BSA 7 a Da 


(125 

« Reaſon chat that be rendred of the Cup in the 
HPaſſover, of the Sacramental Cup of Charity, 
« as the former of the Bread in — Poſttenium. 

This appears to me an UNQuesTIONABLE 
„ RENDRING; AND CLEARING ALL Dirricux- 
« TIES. And the Truth is, if St. Matthew anil 
St. Mart are not interpreted hy St. Luke, who 
expreſly teaches, that it was: the Paſchal Cup 


Which qur Saviour call'd the Fruit of the Nine, 


there will be found ſuch Difficulties as Lam per- 

ſuaded oyr:learned Opponent cannot get over. 
He * — that I add that we learn from 

Fuſin Marge, that the did direct that 


the Euchariſtical Cup ſhould contain Mine with a 


Mixture of Mater. And takes Notice, that the 


Author of the Reaſons and Defence had likewiſe 


told us this befors, But, adds, neither he nor. the 
Door has been able to produce the Words inwhith 
Juſtin aſſirms: it; otherwiſe it as to be hoped we 
(might have, ſeen them. But I conceive the Au- 
thor of the Defence did tell the Words wherein 
uſtin teaches, that the Apoſtles did direct that 
the Euchariſtical Cup ſhould contain Wine .mixed 
with Water; when, after ſhewing how tha Fa- 
cher tells the Emperor, ps ol The Deacons gave 
all the Congregation part of the Bread, Hime aud 
Mater vhich was Euohariſtized ; he { immg- 
-diately ſubjoins + that Juſtin adds, that The 
Apuſtles were commanded. by our Saviour, tom cele- 


brate in the 77 manner; which is the very Senſe 


of Juſtin's Words 1 have here cited a little he- 
fore; and iniwhich he particularly teaches, that 
Water made part of che Cup, as the Apoſſies 
taught our Saviour inlined. it 5 Nr 
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as he ſays it was. - If the Reader will look bac 

upon the Paſſage, us I have cited it from Faſtin, 
'he will ſee that Juſtis does plainly enough affirm, 
that rhey were taught by the — to offer 
Water in the Euchariſt as well as Wine, though 


4 ie een Parnor 30 tw 29512 * 
And thus, ſays our learned ent, *I tale 


Jeave of this Doctor; "till be' ſhall pleaſe o call a- 


gain upon me. But with this following (Requeſt ; 


Mat he will pleaſe to inform me how long he has 
'known'Three of the Four Uſages contended for, to 
zr of ſuch Neceſſity as he now 2 them 10 
Ie; and what new Diſcoveries he bas made in their 
Favour, ſince be left the Communion of which he 
was. Before that one was only neceſſary, and the 
-other three only defired. And 1 cannot apprehend 
how the Framing and Enjoining a New Communi- 
on Office could mate thoſe Eſſential which were 
not fo before. Now ſuppoſe. I ſhould give no An- 
wer to this Requeſt, What would it ſignify? 
A ct = bare, ee the Cauſe . or 
Worſe, for my changing my Opinion? Su 

Be had defir'd me to 1 Pim how long N 


- 


been à Non- juror? It is very certain I was not 


always ſo. Does it make the Non-juror's Cauſe 
better or worſe, to ſay: I have changed my Opi- 
mon with relation to it? Will he aſk me what 
"New Diſcoveries I have made in the Non- jurors 
Favour, which T had not, or might not have 
made before? It is certain there is no more Rea- 
fon why any one ſhould be a Non: juror now, 
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than there was why he ſhould haye been one ten 
ot twenty Years ago, if he was e to 
take the Oarhs, as I was. If 

ſhowd aſt me 'why T am a Non. juror Je How? yet 
was not ſo or Twiny what New Diſcovenes 


Have made fince? I ſhould readily Anfwer, that 


T have made no New Diſcoveries fince, which 1 
miglit not as cafily'hayc made before if I had ſet 


| about it: That I was too much led by the Ex- 


ample of others, whom I looked upon as very 
wiſh and very good Men; and therefore did not 
ſo well attend to, nor fo ſerioully confider and 
examine the Arguments on both ſides, as I ought 
to have done. I — my ſelf with Salvo's 
and colourable which upon farther 
Examination I found — not bold. 4 And when 
I had fatisfied m elf that ſuch Salyo's would no 

bear a ſtrict Teſt, I then readily quitted all 

I held by virtue f any Oaths I had N and 
openly l my ſelf a N If the 
learned Opponent thinks this to e d 
to the Non. juror's Cauſe, that I. was not always 
of their Opinion; 1 deſtte he will be pleaſed to 
tell me ſo. If it be not, I can't ſee how be 


= udice to our Cauſe in the preſent Contro 

I'was not alway ar — Ae 
Toni therefore n iy that RoqueR iv is v 
* ſince it 1 — nothing to t 


he Cauſe which way ſoeyer it is to be Ant 


r perhaps it may be deſfign'd to draw fo 
255 Reblektion upon me * 4 Man' variable 
| be ho can believe that to be Ef 
- 800. > which I did not think to be {6 
1 ſo,” then whoſoever changes his 

Option "the Br the better, juſtly ' diminiſhes 
is epi one Dy and no Man muſt be allow'd to 
er one Day then he was the Day _ 

$1.37 1 b 


io overcome aer — 5 a Man has 1 im- 
bibed: Lo believe not only that my e 
Re not worthy: of Name or. Notice, and "Whoſe 


eputation, whether good, or bad, is of no Con- 


5 50 e except to my ſelf; but rags 8 e 
ich — and does make ſuch a Fig 
in © the. Chriſtian World 9 Church of 

nd; a Church that has more than once FAA 
her. Faith with the Blood, both: of her Father 
and her Sons; .a Church that has profeſs d to re- 
ſorm her ſelf according to the e of the 
truly Primitiye and N Church; which 
has always had, and 9 many Members of 
her Communion deſerv 3 and eminent for 
their Learning, Piety, - all other Virtues, 
who have diligently ſearched the, . Scriptures, and 


the F athers, and whoſe Books 1 am not worthy 


bear after them; that this Church, to whic 

eſe great Men have and do ſtrictly adhere, and 
which they cxtol as needing no farther Re- 
formation; by 2 in Doctrine or her Form of 


Worship, ſhould yet at laſt, 4 3 found to. be 


defeftive. in Eſſential Points, this is indeed 
very Ackeul for one bred; in, her  Communi- 
on to be brought to believe. And therefore 
it is not to be wonder'd, if alter became ſen- 
ſible that the four controyerted Points. were 


Fe by the univerſal Church i in the firſt and 


pureſt 
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ureſt times 1 it was long before 1 could x 
Nuk my ſelf to believe 5 5 Tate Ton 
and, neceſſary to Salvation 3 5 or If when, Wi 
brought t 12 one Was lo, Tye helirargd 4 
to the ot 75 56H Ny hearty A $2 40 5 
Church o land, the vęry great, E cem 
Veneration 1 had for (348 123. me unwillin 
believe it poſſible { he could. have fo many 
ſects. But when upon JET non 920 
and, I truſt, a more im Examination of 
theſe Points, 1 found Soy to be clear, and 
the Defection palpabl By Gerade, 3.1 Foul. 55 
but ſee and acknowledge it. 
Theſe are the Reaſons which cauſed ri i to bes 
lieve all the controverted Paints to be ene 
da only, for a conſiderable time before I could 


5 c my ſelf they were any, of them e 
t as I for Fx time applicd 12 to exa 


the Oblation and N I. ſer tny fe 

to Examine what was to be judged con the 
Mixture and Prayer for the Dead, ſo I was ſooner 
convinced of their E/ertiality.. "However, when 
I came to read the Liturgie as publiſh d by , A 
nadie, 1 Book Con bees to . e 

| carned wort n man ot, Our, 

1 5 eee and fi moſt By oper 
Liturgies, as well as that in the onſtitutions, to 
ſpeak of our Saviour's mixing the Cup at the In- 

itution, and that there was, not one of them 
that omitted Prayers for the thought 4 
K proper. farther to examine, Ae vines . th: 

ad done before, and ad then all aftyznce | of 
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